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House of Representatives 
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. HULTGREN). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
January 29, 2014. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable RANDY 
HULTGREN to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 

We give You thanks, O God, for giv-
ing us another day. 

As You make available to Your peo-
ple the grace and knowledge to meet 
the needs of the day, we pray that Your 
spirit will be upon the Members of this 
people’s House, giving them the rich-
ness of Your wisdom. 

Bless the Members of the majority 
party as they gather these next days. 
May they, with those who accompany 
them, travel safely and meet in peace. 

Bless also the minority party as they 
prepare their own gathering. May these 
days be filled with hopeful anticipa-
tion. 

May the power of Your truth and our 
faith in Your providence give them all 
the confidence they must have to do 
the good work required for service to 
our Nation. Give all Members the 
strength of purpose and clarity of mind 
to do those things that bring justice 
and mercy to people, and maintain 
freedom and liberty for our land. 

May all that is done this day be for 
Your greater honor and glory. 

Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
BARLETTA) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BARLETTA led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

HONORING JAY ‘‘BUCK’’ SWISHER 

(Mr. BARLETTA asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to honor Jay ‘‘Buck’’ Swisher upon his 
retirement as a field representative for 
Pennsylvania’s 11th Congressional Dis-
trict. 

A lifelong resident of Pennsylvania, 
Buck graduated from Biglerville High 
School in 1968 and attended the DeVry 
Institute of Technology in Chicago, Il-
linois. He entered the United States 
Army, serving as an instructor and 
radar technician in the Signal Corp 
from 1970 to 1973. After leaving the 
Army, Buck dedicated 30 years to the 
telephone industry. 

Buck began working as a field rep-
resentative for Congressman Todd 
Platts in September 2003 before coming 
to work in my Carlisle office in Janu-
ary 2013. Throughout more than 10 
years of Federal service, he has as-
sisted countless residents of Cum-
berland County with everything from 
Medicare to the presentation of Girl 
Scout and Boy Scout awards. 

Outside the office, Buck is an active 
member of the Cumberland County 
community. He is a devoted husband to 
his wife, Diane, and a proud father to 
four daughters and has three grand-
children. 

Mr. Speaker, for over 10 years, Buck 
Swisher has shown outstanding dedica-
tion to Cumberland County. I commend 
him on his hard work and commit-
ment, and I wish him the best on his 
retirement. He will be greatly missed. 

f 

DEBT CEILING 

(Mr. WELCH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand our Republican colleagues are 
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about to head off to their annual re-
treat in Cambridge, Maryland, to dis-
cuss their priorities for the year, in-
cluding whether to raise the debt ceil-
ing or not. My hope is that the major-
ity party listens to Speaker BOEHNER 
on the debt ceiling. Earlier this month, 
he said: 

All I know is we should not default on our 
debt; we shouldn’t even get close to it. 

The Speaker understands that Amer-
ica pays its bills. Good for him. The 
Speaker also understands that even the 
threat of default will harm the Amer-
ican economy. And he is right. The 
Speaker understands that holding hos-
tage America’s full faith and credit is a 
dead-end plan for his party and for 
America. 

Speaker BOEHNER, I surely hope that 
you prevail on the majority party. 
America is not a deadbeat Nation. 
America pays its bills. 

f 

REQUESTING MOTOR CARRIER 
EXEMPTION 

(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been a frigid winter in the Hoosier 
State. Subzero temperatures and arctic 
conditions have forced school closings, 
travel bans, and challenges for the 
business community. The demand for 
propane and home heating fuel is at an 
all-time high. 

As a result, Federal officials declared 
a state of emergency for the Midwest, 
lifting hours of service limitations for 
motor carriers to ensure consumers 
can steadily receive home heating fuel. 
But this waiver only remains in effect 
until February 11, 2014. 

Today, I led a letter with Hoosier 
lawmakers to the U.S. Department of 
Transportation requesting that the 
emergency exemption be extended. 
Winter weather is unpredictable, but if 
we are ready to act, we can alleviate 
this stress for our families. This simple 
extension is a commonsense way to 
provide some much-needed relief for 
Hoosiers as we weather this harsh win-
ter. 

f 

DON’T CHEAT AMERICAN 
FARMERS 

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a sad moment as we consider a 
farm bill that has the least amount of 
reform possible to secure passage. I am 
thankful that some of the most hateful 
and egregious—like the King amend-
ment—have been stripped out, but the 
savings from direct payments will be 
swallowed up by enriched crop insur-
ance. 

My friend PAUL RYAN is concerned 
that the safety net for the poor has be-
come too comfortable a hammock. But 
this farm bill is now a lounge chair for 

rich agribusiness interests, who need it 
the least. It should be a scandal that 
there are more cuts to food stamp ben-
efits while crop insurance is further en-
riched for wealthy agribusiness. 

The time to start is now to avoid an-
other congressional grab bag that 
cheats the American farmers. 

Also, thank you, Trudi, for your 
years of dedicated service to Congress 
and the American people. 

f 

BUSINESS AS USUAL 

(Mr. STUTZMAN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STUTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor in strong opposition 
to the farm bill conference report. 

The farm bill is just more business as 
usual here in Washington. Last sum-
mer, the American people won an im-
portant victory for common sense and 
transparency when we ended this un-
holy alliance between food stamp and 
farm programs. Together, in this 
House, we defeated business as usual by 
passing the first farm-only farm bill in 
nearly 40 years. But business as usual 
fought back, and here we are today. 

Not only does this farm bill recom-
bine food stamps and farm programs, it 
actually spends even more than the 
first bill the Senate passed. This is ex-
actly the kind of logrolling that we 
fought to prevent this summer. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress works best 
when we do our work in the full light 
of day. Unfortunately, this farm bill 
was written behind closed doors. It has 
stripped long-term reforms. It spends 
money we simply don’t have, and it 
stripped out important policies that 
negatively affect our livestock indus-
try. 

As a farmer and a conservative, I will 
not vote to take a step backwards. 

f 

HONORING THE SERVICE OF RON 
GREEN 

(Mr. MCNERNEY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
my colleagues to join me in recog-
nizing the public service of Ron Green, 
a U.S. Navy veteran. 

Ron Green is the director of the San 
Joaquin County Veterans Service Of-
fice, advocating for veterans and help-
ing them navigate the Department of 
Veterans Affairs. After nearly 14 years 
of service, as the county’s VSO direc-
tor, Ron Green will retire on February 
1. 

Before his career with the county, 
Mr. Green worked at the Sharpe Depot 
and the Defense Distribution Center at 
Lathrop and as a VA claims examiner. 
In total, Mr. Green has more than 30 
years of service to veterans and the 
public. 

As someone who knows Ron Green 
personally, I can attest to his commit-

ment and dedication to the veterans in 
San Joaquin County. Mr. Green has 
been personally responsible for low-
ering the number of homeless veterans 
in San Joaquin Valley. He has sup-
ported our local Veterans History 
Project efforts and has been a valuable 
partner on veterans’ issues over the 
years, including advocating for the VA 
to locate an expanded regional out-
patient clinic and a new community 
living center in San Joaquin Valley. 

He will be missed by the veterans of 
San Joaquin County, and I wish him all 
the best in the years ahead. I ask my 
colleagues to join me in honoring the 
public service contributions of Ron 
Green. 

f 

SUPPORT THE CONFERENCE 
REPORT ON THE FARM BILL 

(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, ag producers have waited nearly 3 
years for a long-term farm bill, and I 
would like to thank my colleagues for 
their efforts thus far. Policy certainty 
will help our country be competitive. 

Last year, conferees were appointed 
to negotiate and resolve differences be-
tween the House and Senate versions of 
the farm bill. The House bill included 
language meant to encourage com-
promise on a fix to avoid trade retalia-
tion from Canada and Mexico and bar 
individual States with unscientific 
laws from disrupting interstate com-
merce, something which will only bur-
den producers and increase costs for 
consumers. 

I tend to believe if we are going to 
call a piece of legislation the farm bill, 
the measure ought to recognize that 
farmers and ranchers are the primary 
stewards of our natural resources, as 
well as the animals in their care. 

This farm bill does include important 
reforms, such as eliminating direct 
payments, and it helps hardworking 
taxpayers in finding an estimated $23 
billion in savings. 

Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, I support 
this return to regular order. For these 
reasons, I will support the conference 
report before us today, but it is my 
hope this body will act quickly to find 
solutions to the outstanding issues not 
addressed in this bill. 

f 

PAYCHECK FAIRNESS ACT 

(Mrs. BUSTOS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to mark the fifth anniversary of 
the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act, a 
critical law that championed the prin-
ciple of equal pay for equal work. 

While this law made strides in clos-
ing the wage gap, across the country, 
women still earn 77 cents for every dol-
lar a man makes for the exact same 
work. This gap results in more than 
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$11,000 less that a woman makes every 
year. That means women are essen-
tially working 84 days for free while a 
man takes home a paycheck. 

In the district of Illinois that I serve, 
women make even less than that. They 
make approximately 70 cents on the 
dollar. Keep in mind that number is 
figured for the same work, just with 
much, much less income. 

Equal pay is not simply a women’s 
issue; it is an issue for the middle class 
and working families. When women 
bring home more, they are able to pro-
vide better for their families. 

Because equal pay for equal work 
would benefit hardworking families 
across my region, across the State of 
Illinois, and across the country, it is 
time that Congress pass the Paycheck 
Fairness Act. 

f 

LET’S GET TO WORK 

(Mr. CICILLINE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, last 
night, the President addressed America 
and reminded us that America is a Na-
tion of opportunity where, if you work 
hard and play by the rules and take re-
sponsibility, you can succeed. But he 
also recognized that many Americans 
don’t feel that, in fact, this is working 
for them right now. He made very spe-
cific proposals to invest in infrastruc-
ture or innovation economy, early 
childhood education, additional manu-
facturing hubs, raising the minimum 
wage, fixing our broken immigration 
system, and extending unemployment 
benefits. 

The President expressed his willing-
ness to work with Congress to achieve 
these goals. What I thought was par-
ticularly significant is these were spe-
cific proposals that are achievable if 
we work together. 

So, Mr. Speaker, let’s get to work. 
Let’s enact these proposals. Let’s move 
our economy forward and put the 
American people back to work. 

As well, I wish to extend my grati-
tude to Trudi for her service. 

f 

b 0915 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: 

JANUARY 28, 2014. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
January 28, 2014 at 6:07 p.m.: 

That the Senate passed S. 1302. 
With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2642, 
FEDERAL AGRICULTURE RE-
FORM AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
ACT OF 2014 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 465, I call up the 
conference report on the bill (H.R. 2642) 
to provide for the reform and continu-
ation of agricultural and other pro-
grams of the Department of Agri-
culture through fiscal year 2018, and 
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 465, the con-
ference report is considered read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of 
January 27, 2014, at page H1269.) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS) 
and the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. PETERSON) each will control 30 
minutes. 

For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Massachusetts seek recognition? 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman from Minnesota opposed to 
the conference report? 

Mr. PETERSON. No, I am not, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XXII, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LUCAS), 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
PETERSON), and the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues, this has 
been a long and seemingly epic journey 
that the House Agriculture Committee 
has been upon, and Mr. PETERSON, my-
self, our colleagues, literally 3 years, 
actually 4, when you consider the be-
ginning hearings under then-Chairman 
PETERSON to start this process. 

We have all discussed the details. We 
will discuss the details more in greater 
length in just a moment on this final 
conference report that reflects the net 
result of both the Senate and House 
work. 

But I would say this. Whatever your 
feelings might be about the policy 
issues involved within the bill, under-
stand, this formal conference that has 
now come to a conclusion, soon, I hope, 
to be ratified by the body, reflects at 
the committee level, at the floor level 
in the House, and, I think, in the con-
ference level, how legislation should be 
put together. 

Many people criticize us and this 
body as dysfunctional. But if they look 
at all of the amendments we consid-
ered, every time we took the farm bill 
up in the committee, all of the debate, 
all of the discussion, if they consider 
the amazing amount of amendments we 
considered on the floor of the United 
States House and all the debates and 
the discussion and the votes, if they 
take note of how long and how much 

effort the principals and the conferees 
put into putting this conference report 
together, they would understand that 
this bill, while everyone may not agree 
with every line, every word, every pol-
icy in it, this bill reflects, unlike al-
most any that have been done for 
years, how it should be done—good men 
and women of different opinions work-
ing to get to a final product. 

I hope this reflects a change in how 
we will do our business here across the 
board. I am proud of what we have 
done, and I am proud of how we have 
done it. I am proud of the reforms and 
savings. I am proud of my ranking 
member, and all my colleagues who 
have been involved. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Today, as the chairman said, after 
nearly 4 years of work, the House is fi-
nally considering the 2014 farm bill 
conference report. It has been a chal-
lenging and, at times, frustrating proc-
ess, I think everybody will agree, but 
through it, the Ag Committee has per-
severed, and we did what we have al-
ways done. We worked together. 

The report before us today represents 
a compromise. I know this is rare in 
Washington, but that is what is needed 
to actually get something done around 
this place. I didn’t get everything I 
wanted. The chairman didn’t get every-
thing he wanted. That is how the com-
promise works. 

For example, there has been a lot of 
discussion about dairy, but we are 
moving away from the old dairy pro-
gram to a new program that I think is 
much more sensible, that has market 
signals in it to deal with overproduc-
tion. The only question I have is 
whether they are going to be strong 
enough. We will find out as we go 
through the process. 

In the commodity title, I am still dis-
appointed we didn’t vote on planted 
acres. I think that would have been a 
smart thing to do, but it wasn’t to be. 

At the end of the day, I believe my 
reservations are outweighed by the 
need to provide a long-term certainty 
for agriculture and nutrition programs 
and the many positive improvements 
and reforms included in the final bill. 

Among other things, the conference 
report will protect and improve the 
crop insurance system. That is prob-
ably the most important safety net. It 
continues current sugar policy, stream-
lines conservation programs so that we 
can continue to preserve our natural 
resources, provides disaster assistance 
for livestock producers, applies con-
servation protections to crop insur-
ance, and recognizes the growing con-
sumer demand for fresh fruits, vegeta-
bles, local foods and organics. 

In closing, I want to thank the chair-
man for his work and congratulate him 
for working with us to get to a final 
conclusion here. Also, for his Members, 
our Members, for their support and 
hanging in there to get to this point. 
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I also want to thank the Agriculture 

Committee staff who have been work-
ing so hard over these last years, night 
and day, through all these different sit-
uations we have been in, and I will sub-
mit their names for the Record. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, this process has 
gone on too long. We need to conclude 
it today. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the conference report. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

COMMITTEE STAFF 
Agriculture Committee Democratic Staff: 

Andy Baker, Nathan Fretz, Liz Friedlander, 
Keith Jones, Mary Knigge, Rob Larew, Clark 
Ogilvie, Lisa Shelton, Anne Simmons, Faye 
Smith; USDA Detailee: Robert Stephenson; 
Intern: Lauren Becker. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Chair-
man LUCAS and Ranking Member 
PETERSON for all their hard work on 
this very difficult bill. I admire their 
tenacity, and I admire their passion on 
issues dealing with agriculture. 

There are some good things in this 
bill, to be sure, but there are some 
things that I simply cannot accept. I 
think as we discuss this farm bill, that 
we should remind ourselves of a few 
simple facts, facts like this: 

Hunger exists in the United States of 
America. Not a single congressional 
district in this country is hunger-free. 
Our food banks, our food pantries, the 
people who are on the front lines in the 
fight against hunger simply cannot do 
any more. They are stretched to the 
limit. 

One final fact. This bill will make 
hunger worse in America, not better. If 
this bill passes, thousands and thou-
sands of low-income Americans will see 
their already meager food benefit 
shrink. 

And for what? Why? To meet some 
arbitrary deficit reduction goal? To 
pay the costs of the giveaways and the 
crop insurance program? To pay for the 
sweetheart deals for the sushi rice 
growers and the peanut farmers and 
God knows who else? 

I know many of my colleagues would 
just like this whole farm bill issue to 
go away. They want to pass a bill and 
forget about it and move on to some-
thing else. 

But, Mr. Speaker, the people who will 
be hurt by this bill aren’t going away. 
They can’t forget about it and move on 
to something else because they will 
suffer. They will have to make do with 
less food tomorrow than they have 
today. 

I have heard all the arguments trying 
to justify this $8.6 billion cut in SNAP. 
Well, it is just a loophole, or it could 
have been a lot worse, or the States 
should pick up the slack, or local gov-
ernments or churches or food banks or 
the tooth fairy. 

Those arguments are easy to make 
from the comfort of our warm homes 
and our full bellies, but they ring hol-
low to an elderly person who will have 
to take their medicine on an empty 

stomach, or a child who will have to 
skip a breakfast before going to school. 

I think it is wrong, and I cannot sup-
port it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. CRAWFORD), one of my out-
standing subcommittee chairmen. 

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank Chairman LUCAS and 
Ranking Member PETERSON for putting 
in so much hard work and dedication 
and getting where we are today, and I 
echo the ranking member’s sentiments 
to the staff. Thank you very much for 
everything that you have done. 

After more than 3 years of being in-
volved in the farm bill process, I am 
proud to support a final product that 
not only greatly benefits producers but 
deploys investments and jobs to rural 
America. Despite our sharp regional 
differences, we prevailed in crafting 
commodity programs that promote re-
gional fairness by providing a strong 
safety net that protects all producers 
from market risk. 

We can finally provide relief to our 
cattlemen by permanently reauthor-
izing disaster assistance programs 
after years of hardship. Rural develop-
ment funding will bring critical invest-
ments to our rural communities, while 
conservation and forestry programs 
will preserve our natural resources for 
years to come. 

While I am pleased with the farm bill 
before us today, I am disappointed that 
we left some important issues on the 
table like reforming harmful GIPSA 
regulations and fixing Country of Ori-
gin Labeling for the meat industry. 

We could have gone further in reliev-
ing burdensome EPA regulations on 
small farmers, and I believe that the 
environmental activists in the Senate 
had far too much input. 

Even though I believe we could have 
done more, I am proud of the conserv-
ative reforms we made to the food 
stamp program by eliminating waste 
and loopholes, setting the stage for 
work requirements. The Agriculture 
Committee accomplished the tough 
goal of cutting billions from our budget 
by repealing or consolidating dozens of 
programs. 

I appreciate the patience of all of our 
Arkansas producers and rural commu-
nities through this process. 

I strongly urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this 
farm bill conference report. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COSTA). 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this conference committee 
report. There are a lot of reasons why, 
but first I would like to commend the 
chairman and the ranking members of 
both the House and the Senate Ag 
Committees and my fellow conferees 
and the staff for all the hard work that 
went into reaching this agreement. 

While this is not a perfect bill—there 
never is—this agreement is the result 

of more than 4 years of bipartisan ne-
gotiations, two marathon committee 
meeting markups, multiple floor de-
bates. As a matter of fact, this bill al-
most reminds me of the movie 
‘‘Groundhog Day’’ because it seems to 
come back again and again. 

For my home State of California, the 
leading agricultural State in the Na-
tion, this farm bill is a dramatic in-
vestment in many of the specialty 
crops for research, for market produc-
tion and the development programs 
which benefit our vegetable and fruit 
producers, which produce over half the 
Nation’s supply. 

These programs not only help my 
constituents produce the safest and 
most nutritious fruits and vegetables 
that we eat throughout the Nation, but 
also throughout the world. 

Just as important for my district are 
the disaster relief programs that help 
farmers, ranchers, dairymen, and pro-
ducers through these difficult times. 
Many may not be aware, but California 
is facing the driest year on record, 
which jeopardizes both food production 
and jobs in my district. 

This bill contains programs that pro-
vide help when disaster strikes, from 
drilling wells to providing seed or di-
rect assistance to growers or cattlemen 
who have been hurt by this devastating 
drought. 

While I support the conference com-
mittee report, I am disappointed that 
we did not take the opportunity to re-
solve the meat labeling issues that 
threaten our beef and poultry pro-
ducers, and our important trading 
partners, Canada and Mexico, who are 
deemed critical and are dealing with us 
in the World Trade Organization. I 
have currently drafted legislation on a 
bipartisan basis to try to fix this label-
ing issue once and for all. 

This debate, though, has dragged on 
for way too long. Let’s give farmers 
and ranchers and dairy producers the 
certainty that they deserve through a 
5-year farm bill. Now is the time to get 
this farm bill done by passing this con-
ference committee report. 

b 0930 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND). 

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my good friend from Massachu-
setts for yielding me this time and for 
the leadership that he has shown on 
the nutrition title and for the plight of 
hunger throughout our country. It is 
commendable. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been here for a 
few farm bills in the past. I used to be 
a member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee. I certainly appreciate how very 
difficult it is to put together a bipar-
tisan farm bill with so many different 
moving parts. 

I have all the respect and admiration 
for the leadership on the committee, 
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but I also sense that we have reached a 
point of fatigue and exhaustion. People 
just want this farm bill to go away 
after years of it being worked on, and 
I appreciate that, too. 

But we are only given one oppor-
tunity every 5 or, in this case, 7 years 
to reform farm policy to make it bet-
ter, to make it better for our family 
farmers, to make it more responsible 
for the American taxpayer, to make 
production agriculture work for all 
Americans, and I am afraid that this 
farm bill, yet again, pulls up short. 

I would beseech my colleagues to 
take a little additional time to work 
on reform measures that do make 
sense. Rather than looking at another 
$8.6 billion in cuts to the nutrition 
title on top of previous cuts that have 
already been had, let’s look at some of 
these subsidy programs. 

I am afraid that the bill before us 
today maintains huge taxpayer sub-
sidies that go to a few but very large 
agribusinesses at the expense of our 
family farmers around the country. It 
is going to lead to greater consolida-
tion and production agriculture. It is 
going to continue to drive up land val-
ues. It is going to make it harder for 
new beginning farmers to enter the oc-
cupation. It is not responsible to these 
family farmers, and it is certainly not 
responsible to the American taxpayer. 

We have got historically high com-
modity target prices in this bill so any 
slight dip is going to mean huge pay-
ments going out in the future. We have 
got the multiple entity rule now that 
we worked on in the previous farm bill 
being rolled back in this one. We have 
got payment limitation caps now being 
increased rather than brought down to 
where the will of this Congress was last 
year when we had that debate on the 
floor. 

And while it is commendable that we 
are getting rid of the direct payment 
program, which was not justifiable, 
most of that money is being shifted 
now into the crop insurance program 
which, what I feel, is overly generous 
premium subsidy crop insurance sub-
sidies to producers, which has the po-
tential of taking further risk out of 
production decisions. 

But we are also telling private crop 
insurance companies, We are going to 
guarantee you a 14 percent profit mar-
gin. We are going to pay your entire 
administrative and operating expenses. 
And, by the way, you are going to bear 
very little risk in offering these poli-
cies. The American taxpayer will still 
bear that risk. There is not a business 
in the world that wouldn’t sign up for 
that offer. So why are we doing that in 
this farm bill? 

Representative PETRI and I last year 
offered a commonsense modicum re-
form of the crop insurance program, 
asking these crop insurance companies 
to put a little more skin in the game. 
We understand it is a valuable risk 
management tool that needs to be 
there for producers, but this goes over-
board with it. 

Then finally, we have got a domestic 
cotton program that has gotten us into 
trouble with Brazil. If the average tax-
payer knew that we, for the last 4 
years, have funneled out $150 million 
worth of taxpayer subsidies going to 
subsidize Brazilian cotton farmers they 
would be livid. And yet this bill does 
not fix that cotton problem, and now it 
is up to Brazil whether they want to 
level economic sanctions against us. 

More work needs to happen, and, un-
fortunately, this bill pulls up short. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY), one of our 
hardest working subcommittee chair-
men. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the farm bill. This 
legislation provides much-needed re-
forms. It is fiscally responsible, saving 
billions in mandatory spending, pro-
moting market-based solutions, and 
streamlining and consolidating more 
than 100 programs. 

We have eliminated direct payments, 
which farmers received whether there 
were good times or bad, and replaced 
them with a safety net that provides 
help only when farmers need it. 

The bill includes the most significant 
reform to the food stamp program 
since welfare was reformed in 1996. 

While I am personally disappointed 
that we didn’t fix the COOL and GIPSA 
issues—and I am committed to con-
tinuing to work on those—I do believe 
that this bill provides a balance of op-
portunity and security, and it 
strengthens our Nation’s agriculture 
safety net for years to come. 

I would urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the safety net, vote ‘‘yes’’ for 
these modest reforms to food stamps, 
pass this conference report. Give our 
farmers and ranchers across this coun-
try the 5 years of stability and security 
they need to execute their business 
plans to allow them to continue to pro-
vide the American people with the 
most affordable and abundant food and 
fiber supply in the developing world. 

Vote ‘‘yes’’ on the conference report. 
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. SCHRADER). 

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, I 
guess for some people, you just can’t do 
enough. I would argue, respectfully, to 
a lot of my colleagues that the work 
that has gone on on both sides of the 
aisle over the last 2 years is actually 
pretty exemplary. 

The farm bill is always a difficult bill 
to pass. I believe the last one was ve-
toed a couple of times, and it had to be 
overwritten. 

This bill, we are not at that point. 
But we have had a lot of bumps along 
the road, and it could be better. It 
could be better. But I have never yet 
seen legislation as exactly what I 
would preferably like to be voting on 
at the end of the day. 

We make huge strides in this bill. 
There were draconian cuts to the 
SNAP and food stamp program that are 

no longer in here. There were onerous 
requirements and incentives to get peo-
ple off food stamps that are no longer 
in here. 

And for those that say people are 
automatically going to be cut as a re-
sult of this, that is not accurate. If the 
States step up and actually put $20 to-
wards the heating assistance for these 
low-income folks that hopefully need 
that, they don’t get a reduced benefit. 
And, yes, it is a reduced benefit. They 
still qualify for their base benefit in 
this bill. Moreover, if they just bring 
their heating and cooling bills in, they 
can still get the expanded benefit; it 
just requires a little more diligence. 
Hopefully, it puts some faith in Amer-
ica that their food stamp and SNAP 
programs are going to those who really 
need it. 

As far as the subsidies go—hey, 
maybe we should change that; we 
should work on that some more. There 
will be another farm bill in 4 or 5 years. 
But we have made huge strides. We get 
rid of the direct payments program. 
That is monumental, folks. We have 
been trying to do that for 20 years. 

The subsidies, the milk program, it is 
a totally new one. We are on a mar-
ginal insurance program. I think Amer-
ica understands that type of thing. 

We have made huge strides here, and 
there are so many good things. For 
some of my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, I mean, at the 
end of the day, it is pretty imperative 
that we have made huge strides in the 
specialty crop provisions, the organic 
provisions. We have done great with 
market access promotion programs. We 
have made it so that American farmers 
continue to produce the best food and 
fiber with a safety net that makes sure 
that the people in this country get the 
food they need and deserve and can do 
the best economically on the global 
trade scene. 

I think this is a great opportunity. 
People here should be voting ‘‘yes’’ on 
this bill after all the hard bipartisan 
work. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 
while I deeply respect my friend and 
colleague from Oregon, I have a slight-
ly different perspective on this because 
I think the bill that is before us today 
is absolutely the least that could be 
done to get the bill passed. It has a 
number of items I do support, like spe-
cialty crops, which I have been work-
ing on for some time. I am pleased that 
organics have an opportunity to get to 
crop insurance. 

But this bill, as I say, takes, alleg-
edly, the savings from direct payments 
that have been opposed for years and 
plows them back into an enriched crop 
insurance program. It cuts $6 billion 
for conservation. Yes, there are some 
improvements in terms of administra-
tion, but at the end of the day, it cuts 
$6 billion when land and water is under 
pressure and needs it the most. This is 
shortsighted. 
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It is very likely going to cost a lot 

more in the long run for the reasons 
my friend from Wisconsin pointed out 
in terms of setting these targets high-
er. It is more generous in terms of re-
jecting a provision that was included in 
both the House and the Senate version 
to limit payments to individual farms 
to $50,000. The conference committee 
increases the limit to $125,000 and re-
opens a loophole closed in both the 
House and Senate bills, allowing the 
payments to be collected by multiple 
people. 

It is just one more example of where 
the conference committee that I think 
had one meeting and sort of massaged 
these things to put the pieces together 
to secure a majority on the floor, is 
not, in any stretch of the imagination, 
in the best interests of most farmers, 
certainly not for the environment, and 
nor is it for the American taxpayers. 

I respectfully urge its rejection. 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. WOMACK) who has been very fo-
cused on these critical issues, espe-
cially those involving livestock. 

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
would like to offer my congratulations 
to the chairman, to his ranking mem-
ber, and to my colleague from Arkan-
sas (Mr. CRAWFORD), one of the com-
mittee members, for their diligent 
work and for coming up with this com-
mittee report. This was not easy, to 
say the least. 

That said, Mr. Speaker, because of 
the Senate’s ‘‘my way or the highway’’ 
attitude, we are considering a con-
ference report that does nothing to ad-
dress an out-of-control agency, GIPSA, 
from imposing on American companies 
regulations that go well beyond con-
gressional intent. Because of the Sen-
ate’s all-or-nothing approach, we are 
considering a conference report that 
will subject American industries and 
companies to retaliatory tariffs. 

For me, it would be easy to vote 
against this conference report. But un-
like my Senate counterparts, I recog-
nize that, in a divided government, 
each side must work to find common 
ground. Ultimately, this report, like 
many of the other bipartisan agree-
ments that have been signed into law, 
moves the ball forward by making 
much-needed reforms to Federal pro-
grams and reducing spending. That is 
why, in the end, I will support it. 

I am hopeful, however, Mr. Speaker, 
that the House Appropriations Com-
mittee will do everything in its power 
to fix some of these mistakes. I, as a 
member of that committee, will fight 
to rein in GIPSA, and I will work to fix 
the Country of Origin Labeling require-
ments. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from Ohio (Ms. FUDGE). 

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by thanking Democratic Leader 
PELOSI for her confidence in me in ap-
pointing me as her representative to 
the farm bill committee. 

I thank Representatives PETERSON 
and LUCAS and Senators STABENOW and 
COCHRAN for their leadership in negoti-
ating this conference report. 

Throughout this process, it was my 
goal to ensure a fair and balanced farm 
bill. While I do not agree with some of 
the provisions of this conference bill, I 
firmly believe it is a good compromise. 

Given how far apart we were when 
this conference began, I am pleased 
Members on both sides of the aisle and 
across the Chamber were able to reach 
a consensus and show the American 
people Congress can work together. 

The agreement rejects categorical 
eligibility, something that we have 
talked about for some time. The $8.6 
billion savings in SNAP over 10 years— 
over 10 years—comes from a change in 
LIHEAP policy that would shrink ben-
efits for approximately 850,000 house-
holds in 16 States. It does not elimi-
nate a qualified household from access 
to SNAP, which was an important con-
sideration on the difficult road to 
reach a compromise that prevents dev-
astating cuts and changes to this criti-
cally needed program. 

This agreement also expands eco-
nomic investment in low-income, 
urban, and rural communities. It pro-
vides certainty and sound agricultural 
policies for America’s farmers and 
ranchers. 

Passing the farm bill has always been 
a bipartisan endeavor, and this con-
ference committee report proves it is 
still possible for Congress to work 
through its differences and produce a 
balanced bill that meets the needs of 
the American people. 

We have negotiated the farm bill for 
the last 2 years. It is now time to move 
forward. I strongly encourage my col-
leagues to join me and vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
this bipartisan, bicameral conference 
agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, the nutrition title in the Con-
ference Report for the 2014 Farm Bill is truly 
a compromise. It’s not the bill I would write on 
my own. It fails to adequately tackle the hun-
ger and poverty that stalks our country from 
inner cities to rural towns and suburbs across 
America. However, it is a genuine compromise 
and represents important improvements to our 
federal nutrition programs. We have kept 
SNAP intact and rejected every one of the 
harsh House provisions that would have 
ended food assistance to nearly 4 million peo-
ple. 

I am still deeply disappointed we were not 
able to make new investments in SNAP to 
help the struggling families in my district and 
around this country put food on the table. Mil-
lions remain unemployed and unable to pro-
vide for their families, and others who work in 
low-wage jobs or live on retirement income 
rely on SNAP to afford barely enough food. 

Despite this, I believe this legislation will 
strengthen and improve SNAP and the many 
other nutrition programs authorized under the 
Farm Bill. SNAP has been vital in assisting 
millions of families and countless communities 
cope with the Great Recession. Not only has 
the program responded quickly to increased 
needs, but it has also delivered benefits with 
ever-increased accuracy despite higher case-

loads and strained State administrative budg-
ets. While we look forward to a strengthening 
economy, which provides more jobs, we ex-
pect a strong SNAP will remain critically need-
ed. 

This bill reauthorizes the program and 
makes some modest improvements. Despite 
expanding to respond to the increased need 
arising from the Great Recession, SNAP main-
tained historically low payment error and traf-
ficking rates. The farm bill tightens eligibility in 
response to concerns about the way some 
States calculate benefits and media reports of 
unusual circumstances involving SNAP recipi-
ents, invests in fraud detection and prevention 
activities, improves retailer operations, and 
makes a number of small but important pro-
gram changes. 

I would like to take this opportunity to review 
some of the key provisions of the nutrition title. 
First, I want to address the one significant cut 
in SNAP benefits that is included in the title. 
We have curtailed a practice that about a third 
of the States use to raise SNAP benefits for 
some families and simplify administration of 
the program. CBO says that about 850,000 
families in those States will lose about $90 a 
month because of the cut. Though a painful 
loss for these families, the change fixes an 
oversight in the SNAP benefit calculation that 
has allowed some States to let households 
deduct more income than warranted by their 
actual expenses. They do this by giving SNAP 
households with no heating or cooling ex-
penses a token LIHEAP payment of $1 or less 
in order to leverage a heating and cooling de-
duction, which raises their SNAP benefits. For 
decades, the receipt of LIHEAP has automati-
cally qualified households for a standard utility 
allowance within the shelter deduction calcula-
tion. This is the right thing to do when the 
LIHEAP program already has determined that 
the household pays heating or cooling bills. 
But these States with very small LIHEAP pay-
ments have allowed some of these families to 
receive larger benefits than their cir-
cumstances warrant under the SNAP formula. 

Congress, however, did not intend to give 
households without heating or cooling ex-
penses a deduction for such expenses. While 
I would strongly prefer to reinvest all of the 
savings from ending this practice back into 
meeting the needs of struggling households, it 
is reasonable to address this issue. This bill 
does so by requiring that a LIHEAP payment 
must be at least $20 for the State to use the 
LIHEAP connection to confer the SUA. 

This change will lower SNAP benefits to 
850,000 low-income households by $8.55 bil-
lion over ten years. This will not be an easy 
adjustment for these households, but it will es-
tablish a stronger and more credible link be-
tween the traditional LIHEAP program and 
SNAP benefits. As a conferee, it was very im-
portant for us that the people who really de-
serve to deduct heating or cooling costs have 
a chance to do so, and the change we are 
making to fix a narrow problem not disrupt the 
original purpose of the LIHEAP linkage in pro-
moting efficiency and ensuring households get 
all the benefits for which they qualify. 

This is why we gave the Secretary some 
flexibility here. I expect that the Department 
will work closely with State agencies to ensure 
households that now receive the SUA on the 
basis of a negligible LIHEAP payment will 
have the opportunity to clarify they actually do 
pay for heating or cooling, and this process 
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will not be burdensome. Some States have 
targeted these small LIHEAP payments to 
households in public housing that are highly 
unlikely to incur a separate charge for home 
heating or cooling. But other States have 
given a one dollar payment to most, if not all 
SNAP households. We know that a large pro-
portion of these households actually do pay a 
separate charge for utilities and need the SUA 
to get an adequate level of benefits. 

I also want to make clear this change is de-
signed to affect only households in the 16 
States that have provided a nominal LIHEAP 
benefit for purposes of qualifying households 
for a larger deduction. We got assurances 
from USDA that in the States that do not use 
the current rule in this way, SNAP participants 
would neither experience a cut in benefits, nor 
would there be a change in the way their in-
come, shelter deduction, and benefits are cal-
culated. This is an important implementation 
issue. States that, like my own State of Ohio 
and the majority of all States, do not provide 
a nominal LIHEAP benefit should be able to 
continue the way they determine eligibility for 
the SUA. Nor should low-income Ohioans be 
asked to do or verify anything differently from 
what they do now. None of the savings in the 
bill comes from reducing benefits for house-
holds that have LIHEAP payments that exceed 
the new $20 threshold, so USDA must ensure 
State implementation of the changes does not 
result in a benefit loss to a household legiti-
mately receiving LIHEAP. 

Finally, I am concerned we may not have 
given States enough time to make the change 
and protect households. States will have flexi-
bility in phasing in the provision for most par-
ticipating households, but for new applicants 
and households who need to reapply for 
SNAP in the coming months, the provision is 
effective just 30 days after enactment, which 
is a very quick time-frame for States to imple-
ment. Under SNAP regulations, States will be 
protected from being cited for errors during the 
first few months after enactment. I urge States 
and USDA to not hold households account-
able for receiving slightly higher benefits be-
cause the short implementation timeframe has 
not given their State ample opportunity to ad-
just their benefits properly. I’m proud of what 
we have been able to accomplish as con-
ferees to improve the program without unduly 
burdening the struggling families that turn to 
SNAP in times of need. We focused our re-
forms on the administration of SNAP, and I’d 
like to highlight some of the areas where we 
tightened eligibility to respond to some uncom-
mon cases. 

Over the last several years, there have 
been two reported instances of SNAP partici-
pants winning the lottery and remaining on the 
program. While a rare occurrence, and one 
that in many States already results in disquali-
fication, we included a provision to make sure 
it does not happen again. We’re focused on 
people winning a million dollars or some other 
life-changing amount, not someone who nets 
a few hundred dollars in scratch-off tickets that 
could very quickly be spent by paying overdue 
bills or paying for overdue auto or home main-
tenance. In implementing this provision, the 
Department should consider ‘‘substantial’’ to 
be truly extraordinary windfalls that will change 
lifestyles rather than provide more modest 
gains. Another key implementation issue is 
how the State discovers such winnings. Rath-
er than clog application and report forms with 

questions that will apply to a negligible num-
ber of people, the bill requires State SNAP 
agencies to establish relationships with any in- 
State gaming commissions, so that the com-
missions will report any winnings that meet the 
threshold USDA will establish. The State 
agency will apply the regular income and 
asset tests to these households and the 
households will remain ineligible until they 
meet these tests. We do not see any need for 
any additional reporting by applicants or 
households, as the State-level reporting 
should be accurate and sufficient. 

The farm bill also clarifies rules around eligi-
bility for felons. People with criminal records 
fleeing from law enforcement and violating 
their parole are not eligible for SNAP. The 
farm bill reiterates people convicted of certain 
felonies such as murder and armed robbery 
who violate their parole or probation are ineli-
gible for benefits. And it imposes a hard pen-
alty on the families of those who do not com-
ply—the household of the ex-offender will see 
a significant drop in benefits because the in-
come and resources of the non-eligible mem-
ber would still be counted. While harsh to in-
nocent family members who may have helped 
their family member rehabilitate successfully 
by providing a place to live, it represents no 
change in the law and is the way other offend-
ers, such as drug felons and those inten-
tionally violating SNAP rules are treated now. 
Ex-offenders who have served their time and 
continue to comply with the conditions placed 
on their release, and who are otherwise eligi-
ble for food assistance through SNAP, will be 
able to apply for and receive assistance. Pro-
gram participants should not experience any 
change from our desire to reiterate current 
policy with respect to fleeing felons. The 
SNAP eligibility and enrollment process al-
ready solicits information from applicants 
about their fleeing felon status and we antici-
pate those efforts will be not be disrupted or 
changed as a result of this re-articulation of 
current rules. 

Another area where the conferees worked 
hard to make improvements is in the area of 
program integrity and fraud prevention. 

The bill contains an important program in-
tegrity enhancement for multiple requests for 
EBT card replacements. Participants can lose 
cards. The cards may also be stolen or mal-
function. Without a working card, households 
can’t buy food. We’ve become aware of a very 
small number of households with more fre-
quent requests for card replacement and this 
raises program integrity issues. The bill re-
quires USDA to set a standard for excessive 
requests for card replacement and requires 
States to seek explanations from households 
that exceed this threshold as to why another 
card is needed prior to re-issuing a card. Simi-
larly, States may not require households to 
provide their explanation in person or withhold 
the card based on the household’s expla-
nation. That requires following the procedures 
for an intentional program violation. Because 
of the critical importance of maintaining ac-
cess to food assistance, the bill requires that 
States promptly give individuals a chance to 
explain. We expect USDA to monitor this 
closely; any delay in working with the house-
hold is a day they do not have benefits to pur-
chase food. 

There are many reasons why replacement 
cards are legitimately and urgently needed— 
people may not understand the card was reus-

able, they may confuse a PIN problem with a 
card problem, they may be victims of theft, or 
they may simply lose their card. These things 
can happen to anyone, but some people are 
particularly vulnerable. Accordingly, this bill re-
quires protections for vulnerable populations 
such as persons with disabilities, homeless 
persons, and crime victims. 

This provision does not empower States to 
use this process to terminate participation or 
impose undue new burdens on households. 
SNAP rules set out procedural standards for 
acting on evidence of intentional program vio-
lations—standards that balance the pursuit of 
program integrity with fundamental legal rights 
of accused persons. If a State believes its evi-
dence indicates an intentional program viola-
tion in this area, it must replace the card and 
use its disqualification process to take any fur-
ther action. 

We’ve provided additional resources to 
USDA to improve integrity efforts. We applaud 
USDA’s strong commitment to rooting out 
fraud in the program, but with a significant in-
crease in the number of stores accepting 
SNAP, USDA must continue to improve its re-
tailer monitoring efforts. This bill gives the De-
partment additional resources to improve its 
technology to take advantage of innovations 
like data mining, which can reveal retailer re-
demption patterns and help identify stores that 
may be abusing the program. We expect 
USDA to focus on data analysis and other 
smart tools to maintain the high standards of 
compliance in the program. Again, this is an 
example of the conferees focusing on the im-
proving the administrative side of the program, 
rather than placing onerous burdens, like 
photo identification requirements, on retailers 
or participants. 

We’ve also provided funds to encourage 
State and federal partnerships to address re-
tailer fraud through pilot projects. States se-
lected for the pilot need to show they have 
committed resources to recipient trafficking 
and have a proven record of accurate deter-
minations of fraud. In other words, States that 
have been successful in identifying and reduc-
ing documented fraud should be given a pri-
ority in partnering with USDA on retailer fraud. 

There has been a lot of attention given to 
the relationship between SNAP and work. We 
know many households on SNAP have a 
working member and some States operate 
promising employment and training programs. 
Earlier versions of the farm bill in each house 
had widely differing approaches to the issue of 
work and, as a conferee, I’m proud we worked 
diligently to find areas of agreement and come 
up with some important reforms in the pro-
gram without cutting people off for failure to 
find a job or imposing some other hardship on 
households. 

While the majority of SNAP participants who 
can work are working, we want to do what we 
can to help those who are able to work but 
cannot find a job. SNAP Employment and 
Training (E&T) has allowed States to provide 
services to adults facing the three month time 
limit as well as individuals seeking to improve 
their employability, but it is time to evaluate 
what really works and encourage States to 
build upon successes. 

So we have improved and increased fund-
ing for SNAP E&T. The bill provides $200 mil-
lion to pilot and evaluate innovative and prom-
ising State employment and training programs. 
These pilots can be drawn from SNAP E&T 
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components, but can also include efforts to 
help those who already are working by pro-
viding the kinds of supportive services, like 
child care or transportation assistance, that 
often are insurmountable expenses to those 
with low-paying jobs. The conferees expect 
that States will expand their SNAP E&T activi-
ties or test new ideas, not use the funds to 
fund what they already are doing, or remove 
State dollars from their SNAP E&T programs. 

Over time, SNAP E&T has served 3 dif-
ferent goals: a test of the willingness of the 
able-bodied to perform work activities as a 
condition of assistance, a means for some 
childless adults to exceed the 3-month time 
limit via workfare, and a way to enhance the 
employment prospects of SNAP recipients by 
improving their skills and abilities. Pilots will 
test approaches to meeting each of these 
goals and provide us with crucial information 
about the most effective approaches. 

As conferees we thought a rigorous evalua-
tion is a critical component of the pilot 
projects. With so many SNAP recipients who 
find jobs on their own, a key question is how 
do we know if the program and services the 
State offered made a difference. States that 
cannot guarantee they will participate fully in 
the evaluation and provide the necessary data 
for the evaluation should not be selected to 
participate. To ensure we learn something, we 
also have made the new money we provide 
available to the evaluation and for the State 
and federal costs of running the pilot. I am es-
pecially interested in learning about the most 
effective ways for States to assess the needs 
of SNAP participants upfront and to match 
those needs to the right education and training 
programs and other supportive services that 
will make a difference for that individual. This 
is information we do not have now and could 
help States to target limited resources to really 
make a difference in peoples’ lives. 

Finally, I applaud the conference committee 
leadership for designing a pilot project that 
gives States resources without creating puni-
tive incentives to force people who cannot find 
work off the program. I know, however, some 
States may choose more punitive approaches 
under a theory that exposing a family to the 
possibility of losing their benefits will spur ad-
ditional work effort. I do not support this view, 
but States are allowed under the pilots to 
sanction individuals who fail to comply with 
any work requirements under the same rules 
and terms as under the current SNAP E&T 
program. In addition, because we have added 
unsubsidized work as an allowable activity 
under the pilot, we have asked the Secretary 
to issue guidance about the very limited cir-
cumstances under which a person who is 
working could be sanctioned for losing his or 
her job. The last thing we intend is for people 
who are already doing what we want—that is, 
working—to face losing some or all of their 
SNAP benefits because they lose that job. 

Beyond the pilot projects, we are very inter-
ested in learning what works in all States in 
getting SNAP participants the skills and train-
ing they need to get and keep a well-paying 
job. That’s why we will require States to report 
on the results of their E&T efforts. USDA is 
charged to use this new information to look at 
how this program can achieve more lasting 
gains in self-sufficiency. The conferees also 
recognize SNAP participants are among the 
poorest and least skilled members of society. 
We do not expect it will be easy for all of them 

to quickly find employment, especially in the 
aftermath of the recession. We expect a study 
would consider some interventions—such as 
career and technical education or GED pro-
grams—may yield more gains over the long 
haul, but participants would not immediately 
find those jobs because they are gaining the 
credentials needed to get them. To that end, 
USDA’s study needs to recognize getting bet-
ter jobs may require getting more training, so 
delayed, but enduring improvements, are im-
portant. 

I’ve been focused on changes to the pro-
gram that affect participants. But SNAP is a 
program that helps both hungry households 
and the food industry. This farm bill continues 
to modernize the program, with a number of 
improvements for retailers. 

One thing we were able to do is take impor-
tant steps to ensure SNAP remains compat-
ible with the evolving food retail landscape. To 
this end, we authorize the Secretary to test 
the use of mobile technologies in SNAP— 
things like smart phone apps that have be-
come increasingly common in the larger retail 
world. This may be especially important to 
farmers markets and vegetable stands that are 
unable to install traditional EBT-processing 
machines. But allowing additional ways to ac-
cept benefits must not come at the expense of 
program integrity. We all share a deep com-
mitment to ensuring only authorized retailers 
participate in the program and sufficient pro-
tections are in place to prevent trafficking. This 
provision reflects that priority. For example, we 
start with a pilot project to test the idea of 
using mobile technology, include protections 
for recipients, and prohibit any food price 
markups. We expect USDA to take ironclad 
measures to prevent fraud and require a re-
port on the feasibility of the technology before 
allowing it to be used more widely than the 
pilot. USDA is to be commended for the good 
work it has done in reducing fraud in the pro-
gram, and we expect the same attention to 
program integrity to be employed in testing 
new technologies before embracing them in 
SNAP. 

This bill also allows pilot projects to test the 
feasibility of allowing the online purchase of 
food with SNAP benefits, reflecting a growing 
food industry trend toward online transactions 
with delivery. While allowing the ordering and 
purchase of food online is one way to make 
the program accessible to individuals who may 
have trouble getting to a store that can re-
deem benefits, again we worked hard to en-
sure the high program integrity standards 
apply to any new way of redeeming benefits. 
We expect USDA to aggressively address 
fraud for the same reasons set out above and 
require, in the bill, the agency halt any expan-
sion of online transactions if integrity issues 
cannot be resolved. While the provision makes 
clear that delivery fees associated with online 
purchases may not be paid with SNAP bene-
fits, I also expect USDA to set standards for 
the fees to ensure no adverse effect on food 
security. After all, low-income households rely 
on SNAP because they are unable to pur-
chase enough food—to divert other scarce fi-
nancial resources to pay delivery fees under-
mines the accessibility offered by the online 
option. 

I would like to point out these new mobile 
and online technologies, common in the food 
retail world, do not rely on photo identification 
or other biometric information to authorize 

payments and maintain integrity. For both the 
customer and the retailer, the SNAP retail 
transaction should look like any other debit 
card transaction. Thus, I urge USDA to stop 
approving misguided efforts at the State level 
to require photos on SNAP cards or to be pre-
sented at the point of purchase. Technology 
has made these conditions on the use of ben-
efits obsolete in the retail environment, and so 
they should be eliminated from the SNAP re-
tail environment as well. 

Benefits have been issued successfully on 
electronic cards for years, but there have been 
rare occasions when the cards, or the proc-
essing systems that deduct benefits from the 
cards, fail to operate. In these cases, program 
participants may be in even greater need of 
assistance and must be able to use their ben-
efits to purchase food. This requires the ca-
pacity to quickly and efficiently issue manual 
vouchers to affected individuals. We expect 
USDA to issue rules that make it quick and 
easy to switch to manual vouchers for auto-
mated systems failures or natural disasters. 
Critical to successfully providing an alternative 
is establishing clear criteria that allow State of-
ficials to apply immediately in a variety of par-
ticular situations. The threat to program integ-
rity posed by physical vouchers stems from 
vouchers issued when individual cards fail to 
work, not when there is an intelligible, sys-
temic reason for the problem. 

I commend my fellow conferees for working 
in a bipartisan way to identify areas of the pro-
gram that could be strengthened in a way that 
minimizes administrative burden and does not 
impose a hardship on participating house-
holds. We’ve made some changes that will im-
prove eligibility determinations and the quality 
of our research. 

For example, we’ve taken steps to ensure 
federal funds used to inform Americans about 
SNAP cannot be used in inappropriate ways. 
Let’s be clear, USDA has done a fine and 
necessary job getting information about SNAP 
to low-income households struggling to put 
food on the table. The program cannot be ef-
fective if those who may need it are unaware 
of its existence or believe they are not eligible. 
With the program’s name change from the 
Food Stamp Program to SNAP, there was a 
great need for accurate information to be dis-
seminated. Almost all of USDA’s efforts have 
been appreciated and appropriate, but there 
have been reports of some ill-advised efforts, 
such as collaborating with the Mexican con-
sulate and reimbursing community members 
who sign up eligible people on a per person 
or ‘‘bounty’’ basis. These were neither best 
practices, nor were they widespread, so we 
prohibited them in the farm bill. But in reality, 
many low-income households that are eligible 
are not signing up, and we know that is be-
cause, in part, individuals are unaware of the 
program or have misconceptions about it. For 
example, seniors often fear if they apply for 
assistance, they are taking away assistance 
from someone else. But that is just not true, 
and we need to be able to give these seniors 
truthful information so they can make the 
choice that is right for them. In this bill, Con-
gress continues to support this kind of infor-
mation sharing, while clarifying aggressive re-
cruitment, including recruitment outside of the 
United States, is not permissible. Recruitment 
is trying to persuade or convince someone 
who has made an informed decision not to 
apply to change his or her mind. That hasn’t 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:52 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A29JA7.006 H29JAPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1491 January 29, 2014 
been a permissible activity and the bill simply 
codifies that practice. Providing people with 
positive information about the program and the 
benefits of applying or assisting them to navi-
gate the complicated application process is 
not recruitment and is still allowed. We expect 
the agency will continue to provide necessary 
information while ensuring education funds are 
used appropriately. 

Another change we made to strengthen 
SNAP was to give States access to more tools 
to double check the information SNAP appli-
cants provide. The Department of Health and 
Human Services’ Office of Child Support En-
forcement oversees such a tool: the National 
Directory of New Hires (NDNH), which pri-
marily is for State child support agencies to 
learn important information about the employ-
ment of noncustodial parents who live or work 
in other States. Currently States are allowed 
to use this database for some other purposes, 
including verifying employment and earnings 
of SNAP recipients. We have, in this bill, re-
quired States make use of the data available 
through the NDNH at the time a household is 
certified for SNAP, to help the State determine 
eligibility and the correct level of benefits for 
households applying for SNAP. We expect the 
Secretary to issue guidance to help States de-
termine the most cost-effective and efficient 
ways to make use of this data source. For ex-
ample, it makes no sense for States to pay to 
match every individual in every applicant 
household. There is no reasonable chance an 
80 year-old disabled person or a four year old 
child has unreported earnings. The Secretary 
should work with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services to explore ways to limit the 
cost of the match to State agencies and maxi-
mize payment accuracy. 

The bill also codifies the existing State prac-
tice of verifying immigrant participation in the 
program by using the federal Systemic Alien 
Verification for Entitlements program (SAVE). 
It’s a commonsense way for States to deter-
mine eligibility that does not require a house-
hold to track down paperwork or fill out unnec-
essary forms. We expect this to have no im-
pact on client eligibility or responsibility since 
the data match is an administrative procedure. 
No other changes to immigrant eligibility have 
been made. 

We fully expect State and local agencies, in-
stitutions and organizations that receive fund-
ing through USDA to study, evaluate or other-
wise engage with SNAP will cooperate with 
USDA’s own researchers. Some of these enti-
ties may have justifiable concerns in this day 
and age about sharing some data, especially 
private information about participant house-
holds. This bill includes a provision that explic-
itly requires cooperation, but ensures that it 
does not violate any important existing re-
quirements, such as the personal privacy of 
SNAP participants. 

I’d like to turn for a moment to other nutri-
tion provisions in the bill. 

Since 2001, Puerto Rico has been allowed 
to issue to 25 percent of households’ SNAP 
benefit as cash, rather than in a form that can 
only be spent on food. While program rules re-
quire the cash also be spent for food, some 
cash is spent on other household necessities, 
though there is little evidence that any cash is 
spent on non-essential items. This is because 
the Nutrition Assistance Program (NAP) plays 
a unique role in Puerto Rico’s safety net be-
cause other programs available in States 

(such as TANF and SSI) do not play a signifi-
cant role on the island. Puerto Rico is already 
shortchanged on nutrition assistance—if NAP 
operated as SNAP does in the States, partici-
pation would be 15 percent higher and federal 
costs would be over 22 percent higher. Some 
have argued this cash allotment should be 
eliminated, a change that would be disruptive, 
and over which there has been little engage-
ment with local stakeholders or affected par-
ties. So the farm bill requires a study on the 
impact of eliminating the cash portion of the 
nutrition grant, and assuming such a change 
is feasible, gradually phases it out. But, we in-
cluded an important protection for poor Puerto 
Ricans. The Secretary can exempt categories 
of participants if he or she has determined the 
elimination of the cash portion would cause 
undue hardship. The entire NAP caseload 
could be exempted if the study shows the pol-
icy change would have significant adverse ef-
fects. 

Another provision in the bill requires USDA 
to pilot different ways to deliver food assist-
ance to needy people in the Commonwealth of 
Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI). Here we ex-
pect USDA to look at different ways to struc-
ture food aid based on the structure of SNAP, 
but recognizing many of the SNAP administra-
tive requirements may not be appropriate for 
such a small government and isolated popu-
lation. 

There is a wide range of options between 
the current block grant and full SNAP imple-
mentation. For example, we expect any pro-
gram would be run with integrity, but this does 
not necessarily mean the SNAP quality control 
review process—one of the most rigorous to 
which any public program is subject—is the 
only way to review payment accuracy in the 
CNMI. In the area of benefit issuance, SNAP 
has highly detailed standards for Electronic 
Benefit Transfer (EBT) systems. This ap-
proach works well in the United States, but 
may not be appropriate for the CNMI. SNAP 
has very explicit rules about how benefits are 
determined and recognizes assorted expenses 
as deductions from income. CNMI may be bet-
ter able to run a program with greater stand-
ardization of benefits. None of this is to argue 
for any specific approach. Rather, we expect 
USDA to look for ways to improve nutrition as-
sistance to the residents of the CNMI in a 
manner that its government can deliver. 

As I said at the start, Mr. Speaker, this bill 
is not perfect. I’m not pleased we had to re-
duce food assistance to any low-income 
households. But overall, we have continued 
the long tradition in the Agriculture Committee 
of bipartisan support for the program. It has 
taken us two years and countless hours to 
come to a compromise over a wide range of 
complex agriculture and nutrition issues while 
still contributing to reducing the federal deficit. 
This farm bill is an important step in dealing 
with the most important food and agricultural 
issues facing the Nation today. I again, voice 
my support for this language and urge my col-
leagues to support it as well. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
delighted to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE). 

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
oppose this compromise bill, although I 
congratulate the people for working 
very hard on it. But the change in the 
heat and eat option is not just a little 
technical change; it is a change that 

has a freezing, chilling impact on every 
single SNAP recipient in Wisconsin. It 
not only increases bureaucracy, it de-
creases SNAP benefits to Wisconsin 
families whose benefits were cut al-
ready in November. 

b 0945 

I am deeply concerned about the con-
crete hurt, hunger, and, quite frankly, 
the frigid cold that we impose today on 
thousands of low-income American 
households, including seniors, children, 
and the disabled. As many as 255,000 
SNAP cases in Wisconsin will be af-
fected by this change. 

How do I explain this to the women, 
children, seniors, and disabled in 
households how this ‘‘technical 
change’’ is minor when they stand to 
lose $90 a month in benefits? When you 
consider what they lost in November, 
$90 a month to a poor family is not a 
‘‘technical change.’’ It is a lot of 
money. It is more than $1,000 a year. 

The price of food is not going to go 
down, nor is the price of fuel, nor is the 
purchasing power of the poor going to 
go up. SNAP benefits already do not 
meet nutritional needs throughout the 
month, and this change will mean that 
real food will be off real tables and out 
of the stomachs of current recipients. 
The proposed cut on top of ARRA re-
sulted in a 9 percent drop in benefits 
allocation to Wisconsin. It is just too 
much. 

In the heat or eat States, that is as 
much as 11 percent of all beneficiaries. 
In one step, we imposed new adminis-
trative costs on those States and make 
it harder to keep SNAP more respon-
sive. Kids were off school 2 days—2 
days—this week because of the frigid, 
dangerous cold. And throwing these 
families back to heat or eat is the 
wrong thing to do. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT), another one of my 
outstanding subcommittee chairmen. 

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to first say thank you 
to Chairman LUCAS and Ranking Mem-
ber PETERSON. The Ag Committee has 
some of the most conservative Mem-
bers of the House and some of the most 
liberal Members of the House, and I 
will tell you we have a lot of different 
opinions about what could and what 
should be done, but we had respectful 
discussion across the aisle and across 
the philosophical debates. 

I have said many times from this po-
dium that the foundation of our econ-
omy in this country is based on two 
things, one of them being manufac-
turing and the other one based on agri-
culture. 

This bill does the things it needs to 
do to ensure that foundation for our 
agricultural producers to help with 
that part of the economy. It also en-
sures that, as those farmers go forward 
and do the things that they do in pro-
viding the food, the nutrition, and the 
fiber, not only for America but for the 
rest of the world, that Americans— 
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Americans—when they go to the gro-
cery store, will get more for their dol-
lar than any other country as they 
seek to feed their families. 

We found agreement to clean up 
waste and abuse within many of the 
systems, including the food stamp sys-
tem. We have given more money to 
food banks, which I think is extremely 
important in making sure that the 
most needy of American citizens have a 
place to go and make sure that they 
can get the nutrition that they need. 

We have put some new policies in 
place, and I am confident that this bill 
is a move in the right direction. Where 
we have got those areas where we did 
not find the agreement, I am confident 
we will be able to come back and work 
on those. 

I am proud to support this bill, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague from Min-
nesota (Mr. WALZ). 

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, thank you 
to the chairman and the ranking mem-
ber for your incredible hard work. The 
folks of Oklahoma and Minnesota 
should be proud of the representatives 
that they have sent here. 

I am proud of this piece of legisla-
tion. I stand in support of it. It has 
been 2 years. I feel like we have been at 
it most of our lives. And while I hear 
people pointing out problems, I am cer-
tainly there. If we had each written 
this bill, it would look different. I hear 
people say it is not perfect. We had a 
former colleague once who said, Of 
course it is not perfect. If you want 
perfect, you will get that in Heaven. 
And at times, this place is closer to 
Hell. 

So this is a pretty good compromise 
that we have come up with. It cer-
tainly does things, and I am proud to 
say it makes bold new investments in 
clean and renewable, American-made 
energy. This is a tough decision in a 
tough budgeting time; and of the com-
mitment of this committee to make 
that happen, I could not be prouder. 

It also takes bold steps moving the 
country forward on conservation meas-
ures. One piece in here, protecting our 
native prairies in the Midwest, is fabu-
lous. And I want to thank the gentle-
lady from South Dakota (Ms. Noem) 
for her unwavering effort on this. 

I would say this: we reject the false 
choice that you have to choose between 
sportsmen’s conservation and pro-
ducing food on the land. You can have 
all things. And as the folks over at 
Ducks Unlimited said, this is one of the 
best pieces of conservation legislation 
in decades. We come out and do that. 
So we have struck a balance here, pro-
ducing the food, feeding the world, 
clothing the world, and empowering 
the world, and at the same time pro-
viding for the heritage of our sports-
men and the pristine beauty of our 
country. So it can happen. 

As a veteran, I am proud that we 
took a bold step in here trying to fig-
ure ways to get returning veterans 

back on the land. The average age of a 
farmer in this country is 57 years old. 
We need new folks on the land, and 
that comes with high land prices and 
access to capital. 

Mr. PETERSON, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and 
I worked on some beginning farmer and 
rancher legislation. Senator KLO-
BUCHAR on the Senate side and the 
chairman made sure it happened here. 
It is going to work. It provides some of 
that access, and it keeps our family 
farms continuing on. 

So there are things to point out that 
you are frustrated with. I understand 
that. But there is a lot of good in this 
bill. It is a compromise. We came to-
gether. We tried to find and strike 
those balances. We continue to feed 
those folks who need the safety net, 
and we continue to make sure that our 
producers have the certainty that they 
need. 

I have to tell you, all across this 
country this morning, producers woke 
up and quietly went about their busi-
ness feeding, fueling, and powering 
America. We can say ‘‘thank you’’ by 
passing this bill. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy now to yield 3 minutes to my 
colleague from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, rather 
than producing a farm bill that meets 
our traditional responsibilities as a 
Congress to support working families 
and farmers, this bill will do great 
damage to the Nation’s most vulner-
able citizens. This bill slashes $8.6 bil-
lion from food stamps, our Nation’s 
most important antihunger program— 
this is in addition to the $11 billion al-
ready cut—while it goes out of its way 
to reopen the loopholes that benefit 
millionaires and billionaires. 

Interesting enough, this bill in-
creases the deficit this year, and the 
Congressional Budget Office has said 
that it doesn’t save the $23 billion that 
it claims to save. This bill results in 
winners and losers. 

Winners—wealthy farmers and agri-
businesses who will be able to pocket 
crop insurance subsidies and other gov-
ernment handouts beyond the already 
generous limits passed earlier by both 
the House and the Senate. The Con-
gressional Budget Office, again, says it 
increases spending on crop insurance 
by $5.7 billion. 

The Senate passed a bipartisan 
amendment to reduce the level of Fed-
eral premium support for crop insur-
ance participants who make over 
$750,000, but the conference raised it to 
$900,000—winners. 

Against the expressed wishes of both 
Houses, the bill’s drafters reopened a 
loophole which was closed in both the 
House and the Senate bills which al-
lows farming enterprises to overcollect 
on commodity payments—winners. 

But then who are the losers? And 
there are losers in the farm bill. The 
losers are the 850,000 low-income house-
holds all over America, 1.7 million 
Americans who will lose 66 meals a 

month because of these cuts to food 
stamps. 

Who are we talking about? Children 
who will go hungry and spend all the 
next day at school. They will go to bed 
hungry, spend the next day at school 
unable to concentrate because they are 
thinking about food. Veterans, roughly 
900,000 of whom receive food stamps, 
and working families who will face an 
empty fridge and a gnawing pain in 
their stomach for weeks and weeks. 
Seniors have to choose between food or 
warmth, whose health will deteriorate 
for want of sustenance. 

These are our own people we are con-
signing to this fate, hardworking peo-
ple in our districts and in our commu-
nities. And if you vote for this bill, you 
will have to look them in the eye and 
tell them to go without food, that they 
have to endure hunger because we had 
to give more handouts to millionaires 
and to billionaires. 

That is what this farm bill is about. 
Make no mistake. It increases hunger 
rather than decreases hunger in Amer-
ica. It picks winners and losers rather 
than ensuring we are supporting those 
that grow and those that consume the 
food we produce in this Nation of plen-
ty. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. DELAURO. It picks winners and 
losers rather than ensuring that we are 
supporting those that grow and those 
that consume the food that we produce 
in this Nation of plenty, which is what 
farm bills have been about in the past. 

I have negotiated nutrition titles in 
farm bills. This is a farm bill that un-
dermines the health and the well-being 
of the most vulnerable in our society. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS), who has worked 
extremely diligently early on on this 
bill and through the entire process. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, thank you to Chairman 
LUCAS for the leadership he has shown 
in getting this conference report to the 
floor. 

I rise in strong support of this con-
ference committee report. It is a com-
monsense piece of legislation that 
deals with things such as overregula-
tion. That is a silent job killer that 
this administration is implementing 
through our agricultural industry. I 
am proud that many of the provisions 
that I helped craft are in this final 
farm bill to reduce that opportunity 
for this administration to continue to 
kill jobs in this country. 

We see some commonsense reforms 
to the SNAP program. Our goal should 
be to get people off of SNAP and into 
jobs. But, Mr. Speaker, this bill is a 
lesson in fiscal responsibility. It is one 
of the single largest cuts in mandatory 
spending that this Congress has done, 
which is putting our country on a path 
to complete fiscal responsibility. These 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:18 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00010 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29JA7.013 H29JAPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1493 January 29, 2014 
are some of the decisions that we need 
to make. Most of those cuts are in the 
agricultural side. 

We need to understand that this is a 
commonsense piece of legislation. It is 
going to continue to reduce our deficit 
in this country, put us on a path to 
paying down our national debt, and 
putting excellent long-term farm pol-
icy in place for years to come. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support. 
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH), a 
former member of the committee. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, we serve in 
an imperfect Congress, and we are vot-
ing on an imperfect farm bill. In some 
cases, we spend far too much needlessly 
and irresponsibly, and in some cases we 
spend far too little unwisely and irre-
sponsibly. But a 5-year farm bill is ab-
solutely crucial to America, and it is 
crucial to Vermont dairy farmers. 

This bill takes three important steps 
for dairy farmers in Vermont and 
throughout the country: 

One, it creates a modern-day insur-
ance program which protects farmers 
against the wild swings in feed prices 
which are totally out of their control; 

Two, it protects taxpayers, as well as 
farmers, by limiting insurance to a 
farmer’s base production; and 

Three, finally, it gives USDA the 
tools to intervene if dairy prices drop 
dramatically. 

Mr. Speaker, with its faults and im-
perfections, America does need a new 
farm bill. Agriculture is changing all 
around us. Local food is a growing sec-
tor in my State. The organic sector is 
booming, and people are much more 
aware of their food and farms. This 
farm bill invests in local foods, pro-
vides insurance to small farmers, and 
puts organic farming on a strong foot-
ing for the future. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to comment on the 
nutrition title in the Conference Report for the 
2014 Farm Bill. I served on the House Agri-
culture Committee through the 112th Con-
gress, when the Agriculture Committee began 
its farm bill deliberations and wrote its first 
version of the farm bill, including the nutrition 
title. I am very familiar with the changes to the 
nutrition title in the final conference agree-
ment. This bill represents an imperfect but bi- 
partisan and bi-cameral compromise. While I 
am disappointed that the Conferees were not 
able to make new investments in SNAP to 
help the struggling families in Vermont and 
around this country put food on the table, the 
bill makes some modest improvements and 
has wisely rejected many of the cuts in the 
House bill. 

In fact, the nutrition title reflects the success 
SNAP has had providing nutrition assistance 
during the historic rise in need as a result of 
the Great Recession. Not only has the pro-
gram been responsive to need, but it’s main-
tained historically low payment error and traf-
ficking rates. The farm bill makes some im-
provements to keep the program operating ef-
ficiently and to remain the lifeline that it is for 
so many of our neighbors. It also modestly in-
vests in anti-fraud efforts and promising em-
ployment and training programs. 

I would like to address the one significant 
cut in SNAP benefits in the bill that affects 
households in Vermont. The farm bill cuts 
about $90 a month to about 850,000 families 
nationwide by increasing the level of federal 
energy assistance required to trigger higher 
benefits among recipients. This provision 
changes the SNAP benefit calculation for 
households receiving very small LIHEAP pay-
ments in Low Income Home Energy Assist-
ance Program benefits. This cut will cause 
pain for the households that will see their ben-
efits reduced. Despite the change, it’s impor-
tant for people who have heating or cooling 
expenses to maintain the deduction they are 
eligible for. The conferees have assured us 
that the provision will maintain the funda-
mental link between traditional LIHEAP pro-
grams and SNAP. 

For this change to be executed properly, it 
is essential that USDA work closely with 
states to ensure that no SNAP household who 
also participates in LIHEAP inadvertently lose 
benefits. Many of those that currently receive 
the SUA due to a $1 LIHEAP benefit may still 
pay for heating or cooling, and so they need 
a chance to show that they have those ex-
penses. The process to do so should be de-
signed to minimize the burden on these 
households. 

More important is to ensure that households 
that do not receive smaller LIHEAP benefits 
are not adversely affected by any aspect of 
this provision’s implementation. The Agri-
culture Committees debated several ap-
proaches to resolving this issue, and savings 
were never attributed to states that did not 
provide a smaller LIHEAP benefit. USDA must 
ensure that this provision’s impact is limited 
only to household that receive a minor 
LIHEAP payment, such as $1. I do not envi-
sion that states will need to make changes to 
their forms or verification policies. 

The farm bill also includes a number of im-
provements in the SNAP operation and admin-
istration. Like with the SUA provision, it’s clear 
from these provisions that the conferees were 
committed to focusing on changes that placed 
the burden on state agencies, not households 
applying for or participating in the program. 
For example, there’s a requirement that states 
check state lottery and gaming records to 
make sure no lottery winners who are ineli-
gible, due to their winnings, stay on the pro-
gram. It’s a reasonable policy, and the con-
ferees wisely require the state to rely on 
records to identify the rare instance rather 
than ask demeaning questions of every SNAP 
applicant. There are other examples—such as 
use of the national New Hire Database— 
where the bill charges USDA and state agen-
cies to use databases, technology and back 
office functions to improve the program with-
out burdening SNAP applicants and partici-
pants. I do not expect states to have to add 
questions to their applications seeking infor-
mation on whether applicants were ever con-
victed of a heinous crime in response to the 
provision that reiterates current policy with re-
spect to fleeing felons. Asking low-income 
families and seniors in need whether they 
have won the lottery or are a convicted mur-
derer compromises the programs’ image and 
would denigrate people for needing its help. 

There are also some promising changes to 
the program for the retailers that participate. 
The farm bill authorizes pilot programs to test 
the use of mobile technologies in SNAP— 

things like smart phone apps that have be-
come increasingly common in the larger retail 
world. This may be especially important to 
farmers markets and vegetable stands that are 
unable to install traditional EBT processing 
machines. While expanding potential options 
for retailers is important, it is critical to the 
long term success of the program that bad ac-
tors looking to take advantage of new ap-
proaches are kept out of the program. I urge 
USDA to set high retailer integrity standards 
and carefully monitor the pilots to prevent 
fraud. There’s a similar provision that tests the 
feasibility of allowing the online purchase of 
food with SNAP benefits, reflecting a growing 
food industry trend towards online transactions 
with delivery. This can help make the program 
accessible to individuals who may have trou-
ble getting to a store, but rigorous anti-fraud 
standards must apply to any new way of re-
deeming benefits, and it will require USDA to 
be actively engaged in monitoring the pilot. 

I would like to point out that these new mo-
bile and online technologies, common in the 
food retail world, do not rely on photo identi-
fication or other biometric information to au-
thorize payments and maintain integrity. For 
both the customer and the retailer, the SNAP 
retail transaction should look like any other 
debit card transaction. Thus, I urge USDA to 
stop allowing misguided efforts at the state 
level to require photos on SNAP cards or to 
be presented at the point of purchase. USDA 
must increase its scrutiny of such efforts to 
ensure that all household members and au-
thorized representatives can use purchase 
food on behalf of the household. Technology 
has made these conditions on the use of ben-
efits obsolete in the retail environment, and so 
they should be eliminated from the SNAP re-
tail environment as well. 

I commend the work of the Agriculture Com-
mittee conferees to identify areas of bipartisan 
agreement that improve without imposing 
undue hardship on participating households. 
The Agriculture Committees have a long 
standing history of working together to solve 
difficult complex food and agriculture issues 
facing the nation. This farm bill is a solid step 
in the right direction and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

I want my colleagues to understand 
why those of us who are opposing this 
bill because of the SNAP cuts are so 
concerned. 

On November 1, when the ARRA 
moneys ran out, all 47 million people 
who are on SNAP received a cut. For 
the average family of three, that was 
about a $37 reduction per month, which 
is a lot of money when you are strug-
gling to put food on the table, because, 
quite frankly, the SNAP benefit in and 
of itself is not adequate. People end up 
going to food banks anyway. 

If this bill passes, for over 800,000 
families, well over 1 million people, for 
the average family of three, an addi-
tional $90 cut will go into effect. That 
is $120. I don’t know where they are 
going to make that up. I don’t know 
where they are going to go to get help. 
We can say, yeah, let the States pick it 
up. Well, the States aren’t rushing to 
pick anything up. Well, let the char-
ities pick it up. Read the newspaper. 
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Last week, The New York Times said 
that all of our food banks are at capac-
ity. They can’t do it. 

So what is going to happen to these 
people? In the United States of Amer-
ica, the richest country in the history 
of the world, we ought to all pledge 
that nobody—and I mean nobody— 
ought to go hungry. That is what this 
fight is about. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, might I in-
quire how much time the three of us 
have? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma has 111⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
Minnesota has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts has 
61⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM), who under-
stands the diversity of weather and un-
derstands the challenges that pro-
ducers have. 

b 1000 

Mrs. NOEM. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for yielding, and for his lead-
ership on the farm bill, and also Rank-
ing Member PETERSON for all of his 
hard work and diligence in finding 
some common ground on a bill that has 
been under negotiation for far too long. 

I am so happy to be standing here 
with all of our Members and our col-
leagues from the farm bill conference 
committee, which I was honored to be 
a part of, and also with everyone else 
who is going to support this bill. It is 
extremely bipartisan. 

It has taken a lot of hard work to get 
to this point. I am proud of the fact 
that we have a product in front of us 
that is not only good for producers, it 
is good for consumers. It secures our 
food supply into the future, which is 
one of the safest in the world. 

We make reforms. We save billions of 
tax dollars. It is accountable to the 
taxpayer in this country. We conserve 
wildlife habitat. We provide a viable 
safety net for those who grow our food 
and for those who rely on food assist-
ance as well. 

While Congress was writing this bill, 
my home State go hit with droughts 
and blizzards that cost us tens of thou-
sands of livestock. The livestock dis-
aster programs that I authored are in 
this bill and will provide much-needed 
relief to those who are struggling so 
hard during this difficult time. 

Our Black Hills National Forest is 
going to gain some regulatory relief 
and additional tools to combat the pine 
beetle that is destroying our Black 
Hills and our forests across this coun-
try. 

The nine tribes in South Dakota are 
going to get a permanent Office of 
Tribal Relations—a real victory for all 
of our tribes across this country who 
really need to have better communica-
tion within USDA. 

Thousands of hunters in South Da-
kota and across the country every year 
are going to be glad to know that they 

have got a provision in place that will 
help protect grasslands. 

Whether you grow corn, wheat, soy-
beans, or cotton, producers are going 
to have more choices, which really at 
the end of the day is going to help 
them cover their risk that they take 
every year. I am proud of the bill, I am 
proud of our work, and I urge our col-
league to support the bill. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
now pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCINTYRE). 

(Mr. MCINTYRE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of this farm bill. This 
is a strong, reform-minded bill with bi-
partisan support. It will grow our econ-
omy, create jobs, provide certainty, re-
duce our deficit, and save the American 
taxpayers $16 billion. 

The bill reforms the farm safety net, 
strengthening crop insurance and com-
modity programs. These risk manage-
ment tools assure farmers that help is 
there when they need it. 

The bill also encourages conservation 
and develops export markets to help 
our farmers sell their products world-
wide. Rural communities depend on the 
farm bill too. Through critical rural 
development programs, small towns 
can build hospitals, schools, fire de-
partments, and police departments. 
This bill helps create jobs and eco-
nomic development. 

Water and wastewater programs, the 
most basic of public services that allow 
industries to come to rural areas, give 
access to healthy drinking water, and 
sanitary sewers, are part of this as 
well. 

This bill has important tools for new 
farmers, and I can tell you, as one in 
the State of North Carolina, where one 
out of every five jobs are dependent 
upon agriculture or agri-related busi-
ness, this bill is about jobs and our 
economy and ways that it helps States 
throughout America. 

There is still some work to do, like 
bringing Country of Origin Labeling 
rules into compliance with WTO and 
reducing the GIPSA rules. However, 
our farmers, their families, and small 
towns all across America have waited 
too long for a new farm bill. 

Our citizens in rural America are 
taxpayers just as much as those who 
live in urban and suburban areas. They 
deserve the respect of this Congress. 
They deserve a farm bill that works for 
our citizens who live in rural areas. 
They deserve the passage of this bill. 

We all as Americans enjoy our won-
derful supply of food and fiber that the 
good Lord has blessed us with and that 
our farmers work so hard to supply. We 
ought to work with our farmers and 
with agriculture and have a strong 
farm bill that our citizens in all of 
America deserve to have passed. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time at this 
point. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON), another one 
of our outstanding subcommittee 
chairmen. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of 
this farm bill, and also to thank Chair-
man LUCAS and Congressman PETERSON 
for their leadership on agriculture. 

As many of my House colleagues 
have already said this morning, this 
legislation is long overdue. This bill is 
truly worthy of its name, the Federal 
Agriculture Reform and Risk Manage-
ment Act, because of the historic re-
forms it legislates. 

Overall, the bill repeals or consoli-
dates about 100 programs. Along with 
sequestration reductions, it cuts man-
datory spending by nearly $23 billion. 

In the conservation title alone, we 
reduced programs from 23 down to 13. 
This change alone saves $6 billion, and 
I believe does so without undercutting 
the effectiveness of the needed pro-
grams. 

We reform food stamps, and we do so 
through thoughtful, targeted changes, 
ensuring that those who truly need the 
assistance will receive it. 

We finally get positive changes for 
our dairy farmers who work so hard 7 
days a week providing milk for this Na-
tion. 

With the 2008 farm bill expiring near-
ly a year and a half ago, I urge my col-
leagues to vote for this legislation and 
finally give our farmers and rural con-
stituents the support and certainty 
they deserve. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I won’t take 
that much. 

Overall, this farm bill also assures 
that all Americans have access to af-
fordable, high-quality, and safe food. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
now pleased to yield 1 minute to the 
gentlelady from Washington (Ms. 
DELBENE). 

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, this 
farm bill is bipartisan legislation that 
is good for our farmers and families. It 
is an accomplishment that will create 
jobs, help our farmers, and preserve ac-
cess to healthy food. 

This bill includes unprecedented 
funding for specialty crops and organic 
farms. It is no understatement to say 
that this is the best farm bill yet for 
specialty crop farmers. 

I am proud the farm bill includes $200 
million to fund my proposal to expand 
job training programs for SNAP recipi-
ents to find self-sustaining jobs. 

Make no mistake: no one got every-
thing they wanted. I am disappointed 
that nutrition assistance is reduced at 
a time when the need is high. However, 
this bill will not eliminate SNAP eligi-
bility for anyone still in need. In addi-
tion, the removal of the dairy stabiliza-
tion program is disappointing. This re-
form would have helped farmers and 
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protected consumers. This bill is an 
improvement but falls short of solving 
the entire problem. 

Overall, this bill provides the cer-
tainty needed to grow our economy and 
bolster America’s agriculture industry. 
I strongly urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. I thank the gen-
tleman. I just wanted to reiterate one 
thing. Some may view that I represent 
the State of Connecticut, the Third 
Congressional District in Connecticut, 
and, in fact, what do we know about 
farming? The fact is that we do. We 
have dairy farmers, people with spe-
cialty crops, and included in my his-
tory in this great body, I served as 
chair of the Agriculture Subcommittee 
on Appropriations. I also served as the 
ranking member, and, as I mentioned 
earlier, I had the opportunity to be 
part of the conference committee on 
the farm bill in 2008 and helped to ne-
gotiate the nutrition title. 

If I can make one or two more points. 
This farm bill says that it is going to 
save $23 billion. They count savings 
from over a year ago. They talk about 
$16.6 billion. The Congressional Budget 
Office says that even as we cut that 
$8.6 billion from the food stamp pro-
gram, taking meals away from 1.7 mil-
lion of the most vulnerable in our soci-
ety, we are increasing spending on crop 
insurance by $5.7 billion in the farm 
bill. 

In case folks do not know, the fact of 
the matter is that Americans subsidize 
crop insurance. We pick up over 60 per-
cent of the cost of the premiums on 
crop insurance. We pay 100 percent of 
the administrative costs in terms of 
crop insurance. We have 26 individuals 
who get at least $1 million in a crop in-
surance subsidy, and we can’t find out 
who they are. 

While the cuts in food stamp benefits 
are going to be felt immediately across 
those 850,000 households, primarily 
made up of children, the elderly, dis-
abled, and veterans, few if any of the 
Congressional Budget Office projected 
commodity programs savings may ever 
be realized if crop prices continue to 
fall. This is reflected in that CBO score 
that the deficit would be increased this 
year with this bill. Only food stamps 
would be cut this year. We should vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
the greatest of pleasure that I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BENISHEK) who is so focused 
on these issues. 

Mr. BENISHEK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman and the ranking member, 
who had to do a lot of work on this bill 
over the years, and I rise today in sup-
port of the Agriculture Act of 2014. 
This measure is important for farms 
and hardworking families in northern 
Michigan. 

Northern Michigan is home to a num-
ber of centennial family farms, mean-
ing they have been in the family for 

over 100 years—farms like the 
Bardenhagen’s in Suttons Bay, where 
they grow asparagus, apples, cherries, 
and potatoes. Take a short drive down 
the road, and you will find another cen-
tennial family farm at the Wagner’s in 
Grawn. They grow corn, wheat, soy-
beans, and raise beef cattle for their 
neighbors. These family-owned oper-
ations are a vital and growing part of 
northern Michigan’s economy, and it 
has been an honor to get to know them. 

These growers work hard to produce 
quality products—like tart cherries, 
apples, and asparagus—that feed north-
ern Michigan and families around the 
world. 

This bill represents the hard work 
and input of stakeholders from north-
ern Michigan and across the country. 
While not perfect, it reflects the needs 
of our rural agricultural economy that 
is vital to Michigan’s First Congres-
sional District. I urge my colleagues to 
support passage of this bill. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DAVID 
SCOTT). 

Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the ranking member. 

Agriculture, ladies and gentlemen, is 
the heart and soul of our Nation. It 
provides the food we eat. It provides 
the clothes we wear. It provides the 
material to build our homes and our 
shelters. No committee is as engaged in 
the entire nooks and crannies of the 
fabric of this Nation as the Agriculture 
Committee. This farm bill is a product 
of what makes America great. What 
makes America great is our democratic 
Republic, the anchor of which is com-
promise. 

I want to commend Mr. PETERSON, 
our ranking member, for his job; Mr. 
LUCAS, the chair of our committee, for 
his job. It has been 5 years we have 
been on this. I particularly want to 
thank Mr. PETERSON. It was a pleasure 
working with Mr. PETERSON on an issue 
very dear to him, which is dairy, as we 
worked out the fabric of that. I com-
mend the leadership on our committee. 

However, there is yet work to be 
done. The gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) was right. Mr. 
MCGOVERN was right. Ladies and gen-
tlemen of this committee and this 
House and in this Nation, we have got 
a serious problem with hunger in this 
country, and it is not going away until 
we realize the gravity of it. Our vet-
erans, our seniors, the most vulner-
able—we must address this issue. 

My position on this bill is that I will 
vote for it. We have worked on it. Is it 
a perfect bill? No, it is not. Are we a 
perfect Nation? No, we are not. But we 
are constantly striving, striving for 
that, and we will get closer to this per-
fect position as we bring all Americans 
involved and let no American go hun-
gry in this country. I urge everyone to 
please vote for the bill. 

b 1015 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

delighted to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend and colleague from Massa-
chusetts for yielding me this time. 

This legislation is commonly referred 
to as the ‘‘farm bill,’’ but it is also a 
‘‘food bill.’’ On that note, it falls short. 

To be clear, this is miles ahead of 
where we started with what I consider 
a truly heartless Republican proposal, 
and I know that our conferees worked 
hard to make improvements to this 
bill. In particular, I want to thank 
COLLIN PETERSON and the Members of 
the Democratic side of the aisle who 
are dedicated to work to improve this 
bill. 

But it still leaves too many families 
behind. The SNAP cut in this bill may 
seem small on paper, but it is not to 
the families that it will affect. It is not 
to the food banks that are already 
stretched well beyond their means. 

In New York City, 280,000 households 
are expected to see their benefits drop 
under this bill. Those are benefits that 
don’t go anywhere near far enough to 
begin with. 

We see every day in New York City 
how deep the need for food assistance 
is. Our food banks and community hun-
ger organizations are doing everything 
they can to provide food to hungry 
families. They are joined by citizen he-
roes like Jorge Munoz, who I was hon-
ored to host last night as my guest to 
the State of the Union. 

Jorge has been called ‘‘an angel in 
Queens’’ for his work in feeding the 
hungry. He saw a need on the streets of 
Queens and he jumped in to fill it, serv-
ing home-cooked meals out of his truck 
to what started as a small group of 
homeless and unemployed New York-
ers. As word grew of his generosity, so 
did the crowds eager just for something 
to get through that night. 

Since 2004, Jorge has served over 
225,000 meals on the streets of Queens, 
New York. He and I know there are 
more people out there who are hungry, 
who are cold, and who are in need of 
every bit of assistance that they get. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. CROWLEY. We should be doing 
more, not less. What is really troubling 
is that I know there are some on the 
other side of the aisle who think this 
doesn’t cut food assistance enough. 
Imagine that—there is $8 billion—$8 
billion worth of cuts in this bill, and 
still that is far less than they wanted 
to cut. 

The fact that in some ways this bill 
can be considered a compromise option 
just shows how unreasonable the cuts 
proposed by the other side were. What 
have we come to when we argue about 
how much of a cut to hungry children 
and families is reasonable? 

Yes, this bill is not as bad as it could 
be, but it is not as good as it should be. 
That is why I will be voting ‘‘no’’ 
against this bill today. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. COLE), who has some of the 
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most productive agricultural land and 
some of the most amazing farmers and 
ranchers. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a great personal 
privilege and pleasure for me to come 
down here on behalf of 14,000 farmers 
and ranchers in my district and 75,000 
farmers and ranchers in the State of 
Oklahoma, and goodness knows how 
many tens of thousands of people be-
yond that in various phases of agri-
culture and ag industry, and thank my 
good friend, Chairman LUCAS, for what 
he has accomplished. 

I think it is easy to be the critic; but 
I think all of us on this House floor 
know how long and how arduous this 
struggle has been to bring all the com-
peting interests together, to bring both 
sides of the aisle together, to bring 
both Chambers together, and to bring 
the administration together in support 
of this legislation. 

It is easy to see why you would sup-
port it if you actually step back and 
take a look at what it does. First, it 
does save $23 billion. Frankly, those 
cuts largely don’t come out of the safe-
ty net programs, where actually there 
is simply relatively modest, but impor-
tant reforms. They actually come out 
of the production end of this business. 
Changes need to be made there, but we 
ought to recognize those are tough 
changes in and of themselves. 

Second, it preserves the capability of 
this country to continue to produce 
more food and fiber than anybody else 
in the world—not just for our people, 
but for all over the world—and to de-
liver that at a cheaper price than any-
body else in the world. It is worth re-
flecting that Americans pay a lower 
percentage of their income for food 
than any other country in the world. 
Guess what? With the additional in-
come, they are able to do other things, 
invest in other things, and go on. 

Finally, I am particularly pleased 
that the safety net has been preserved 
and that important programs are in 
place. We ought to recognize that 
wouldn’t have been possible without 
my friend Chairman LUCAS, all he has 
done to bring us together and how hard 
he has worked. 

This bill, frankly, deserves the sup-
port of every Democrat and every Re-
publican on this floor. I urge my col-
leagues to be supportive when the time 
to vote comes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
additional speakers. I believe I have 
the right to close. I reserve the balance 
of my time, unless we are ready to 
close. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts will be rec-
ognized first to close. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
prepared to close if there are no other 
speakers, but my understanding is that 
Mr. PETERSON may have one other 
speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, we had 
one Member that wanted to speak, and 
we are trying to ascertain his where-
abouts at this point. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let me 
give an update on the times remaining. 
The gentleman from Oklahoma has 51⁄4 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Minnesota has 31⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts has 2 minutes remaining. 

The gentleman from Minnesota is 
recognized. 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that Members want to get out of here 
and get on planes and so forth, so after 
Mr. MCGOVERN closes, I will yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

First of all, let me say that I am 
grateful to Chairman LUCAS and Rank-
ing Member PETERSON. I appreciate 
their hard work. I appreciate their 
dedication on these issues. It is a privi-
lege to be on the Agriculture Com-
mittee, and I am proud to serve with 
them, as with the other members of the 
committee on both sides of the aisle. 

Unfortunately, I cannot support this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to close by 
speaking to my fellow Democrats. 

Last night, we sat in this Chamber 
and we listened to the President give 
his State of the Union address. When 
he talked about raising the minimum 
wage, we all stood up and cheered. 
When he talked about the need to ad-
dress income inequality, we all ap-
plauded. But cheers and applause 
aren’t enough. 

I ask my colleagues to think back, to 
remember listening to their parents or 
their grandparents talk about how 
Franklin Roosevelt always stood up for 
the little guy. Remember those pic-
tures of Bobby Kennedy touring 
through Appalachia and touching the 
cheeks of hungry children. 

That is why we became Democrats in 
the first place. Those are the people 
that got us into politics. Those are our 
people. 

Don’t throw that away just to be able 
to say you voted for a farm bill. Don’t 
turn your backs on our heritage and on 
our history by giving bipartisan cover 
to what I believe is a flawed bill. 

We don’t have to do this. The price of 
admission to pass a farm bill should 
not be more cuts to SNAP. Make no 
mistake about it, my friends on the Re-
publican side are not through when it 
comes to SNAP. They are going to 
come back after this program again 
and again and again. 

We need to push back. We need to say 
enough. 

Some have rationalized these cuts; 
some have tried to explain them away 
as being nothing but closing a loop-
hole. They are wrong. People are going 
to be hurt. People all over this coun-
try—1.7 million people—are going to be 
impacted by this. There should be no-

body in this country—the richest coun-
try in the history of the world—who 
should ever go hungry. That should be 
a nonpartisan issue. 

But to my fellow Democrats, in par-
ticular, this is an issue that we have 
championed time and time again over 
the many years of the existence of this 
country. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this conference report. Vote your con-
science. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

prepared to close as well. 
I want to again thank the chairman 

and all of the Members on both sides of 
the aisle for their work and hanging in 
there for all these months and years to 
get to this point, and congratulate the 
chairman on what I expect to be a suc-
cessful outcome in a little bit of time 
here. 

With that, I would ask everybody to 
support this conference report, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

First, I would also like to join my 
colleague in adding to the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD a list of the majority 
staff members. 

I must say in all fairness, while there 
was cooperation among the members of 
the committee itself, the cooperation 
among House and Senate Members was 
exemplary. 

I would also note the work of our 
staff, those good men and women, R 
and D, House and Senate, over the 
course of these years cannot be under-
estimated or underappreciated. The 
hours, the spirit of comity, the focus 
on accomplishing things, trying to do 
good policy, it just cannot be over-
stated how important all those good 
folks have been. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, let me sim-
ply close by saying this: no one cares 
more about agricultural policy, farm-
ers and ranchers, consumers and every-
one in the process that takes it from 
the seed to the plate or the bowl than 
I do. But I think in good faith I can say 
my colleague Mr. PETERSON cares just 
as much as I do. The members of our 
committee care just as much as we do. 

This bill, done in what I would like 
to define as regular order through the 
committee process and the floor and 
the conference, may not have exactly 
everything my friends on the right 
would want or my friends on the left 
would want, but it represents making 
the process work, achieving consensus, 
putting into place policies that are bet-
ter than what were there before to 
drive this effort forward. 

I know that we sincerely disagree on 
many things, and I know some of my 
friends don’t sometimes act like they 
care about what happens out on the 
farm or the ranch. I know that is not 
the case. They do care. 

But I would simply say this: no mat-
ter how much money we spend on sup-
plemental programs to make sure our 
fellow citizens have enough to eat—and 
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that is important—never forget if there 
is not a product on the shelf, if there is 
not meat in the case, if there are not 
vegetables or fruit available, it doesn’t 
matter how much you subsidize. The 
food has to be there. 

That is why I have said all along a 
farm bill still has to have farm in it. 
This Agriculture Act of 2014 lives up to 
that. It makes a commitment to our 
fellow citizens who are in tough times, 
but it will also ensure the food will be 
there. 

Don’t take us down the path that 
many other countries have gone 
through in the last century of people 
lined up at empty shelves, people 
hoarding particular ag products be-
cause it is available that day because 
they will trade it the next day when 
something might be available. 

Let’s continue to do this miracle 
called American agriculture. Oh, by 
the way, depending on how you define 
‘‘miracle’’ in the environment we have 
worked together in, this farm bill 
might not be quite defined by most 
people as a miracle, but it is amazingly 
close. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s pass the con-
ference report, let’s complete our re-
sponsibilities, let’s show the rest of 
this place how it is supposed to be 
done. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE STAFF LIST 

Majority Staff: Brent Blevins, Caleb 
Crosswhite, Mike Dunlap, Bart Fischer, 
Jason Goggins, John Goldberg, Tamara Hin-
ton, John Konya, Kevin Kramp, Brandon 
Lipps, Alan Mackey, Brian Martin-Haynes, 
Josh Mathis, Josh Maxwell, Merrick 
Munday, Danita Murray, Mary Nowak, Riley 
Pagett, Matt Schertz, Nicole Scott, Debbie 
Smith, Skylar Sowder, Patricia Straughn, 
Pelham Straughn, Pete Thomson, Margaret 
Wetherald. 

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of the Agricultural Act of 2014. 

I want to congratulate all the conferees on 
getting to this point. 

Even though the bill is not perfect, it is 
needed. 

I am confident that this legislation will serve 
Nebraska farmers well. 

My main concern with the bill was making 
meaningful reforms to SNAP so that it serves 
those who really need it without the rampant 
waste, fraud, and abuse that currently plagues 
the system. 

I am pleased that the conferees included 
the establishment of a 10-state pilot program 
to empower states to engage able-bodied 
adults in mandatory work programs. 

This is a commonsense reform and it’s my 
hope my home state of Nebraska choses to 
participate in this pilot. 

This farm bill is a step in the right direction. 
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-

ciate all of the work of the Agriculture Com-
mittee and especially Chairman LUCAS, to 
bring this very long farm bill negotiation to a 
conclusion. Agriculture and all of its supporting 
industries desperately need a five-year farm 
bill and the stability it brings. 

I am profoundly disappointed, however, that 
the bill does not take the opportunity to re-
solve some very important issues affecting 
livestock. The Country of Origin Labeling rule 

proposed by the Administration is unworkable 
and puts our livestock industry at a significant 
disadvantage. It will invite punitive trade sanc-
tions. That requirement should have been re-
pealed, and I will continue to work to repeal it. 

Similarly, Congress has regularly prevented 
the implementation of the controversial provi-
sions of the GIPSA marketing rule through the 
appropriation process. I assume we will con-
tinue to do so, but it would have been better 
to remove that threat permanently. 

There was also an opportunity missed to re-
solve the issue related to horse processing, 
and so the needless suffering of old and un-
wanted horses will continue, as will the effects 
on the value of horses across the country. 

At the same time, the biggest issue facing 
agriculture in my district and throughout most 
of Texas has been the drought. I appreciate 
the permanent livestock disaster program in 
this bill, which will be very welcomed by live-
stock producers of all sizes throughout our re-
gion of the country. 

I believe that the reforms made to com-
modity programs are needed and will strength-
en the political viability of those programs into 
the future. Having additional risk management 
tools available to producers who are increas-
ingly competing in a global market should be 
quite helpful. 

Finally, I would strongly prefer to make 
greater reforms in food stamps and other nu-
trition programs, such as were contained in 
the House passed version, but given the reali-
ties of the political situation in Washington, I 
believe that the savings in this bill are a step, 
at least, in the right direction. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have joined the 
majority of Democrats and Republicans who 
unilaterally alike passed a bill that will fund our 
Nation’s most important anti-hunger program 
which touches nearly 1 out of 7 Americans by 
a vote of 251–166. The bill now heads to the 
President’s desk who has indicated he will 
sign it into law in a matter of days. 

In these tough budgetary times, we should 
not signal to our constituents that helping 
those most in need is no longer a priority. I 
am pleased that the bipartisan, bicameral five- 
year farm bill contains major reforms including 
eliminating the direct payment program, 
streamlining and consolidating numerous pro-
grams to improve their effectiveness and re-
duce duplication, and cutting down on pro-
gram misuse. Additionally, this bill excludes 
the drastic $40 billion cut in the House-passed 
version of the farm bill, but makes progress in 
addressing hunger and poverty by investing 
new resources in other nutrition programs. 

The bill also renews critical investments in 
important programs for beginning farmers, 
local food systems, organic agriculture, and 
healthy food access, and also adds conserva-
tion requirements to the receipt of crop insur-
ance premium subsidies. The final bill also re-
jected proposals to eliminate market and con-
tract protections for livestock and poultry farm-
ers. 

Congress first enacted the farm bill in re-
sponse to the Great Depression in order to 
foster growth in our Nation’s economy and to 
protect those who were most in need. Today, 
we are still recovering from what some econo-
mists call, ‘‘the Great Recession.’’ We find 
ourselves at a crossroads where we must de-
cide how to manage our fiscal priorities while 
still protecting those who were hardest hit by 

the recent recession. President Eisenhower 
once said, ‘‘Every gun that is made, every 
warship launched, every rocket fired, signifies 
in the final sense a theft from those who hun-
ger and are not fed, those who are cold and 
are not clothed.’’ 

This bill is far from a perfect one. However, 
given a lengthy two-and-a-half-year process 
and the importance of renewing funding for 
the most innovative programs for the future of 
agriculture and nutrition, I supported this care-
fully negotiated package in an effort to do 
more good than harm. I have received letters 
from numerous groups including several of the 
largest general farm organizations in the coun-
try which have voiced support for this bill. I am 
pleased this bill maintains the long-standing 
bipartisan fashion in which urban and rural 
members unite to support this package. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank Chairman LUCAS and Ranking 
Member PETERSON for their work on this 
issue. 

Although I have deep concerns about this 
bill, I understand that in divided government, 
no party will get everything it wants. 

That said, this bill lays the foundation for a 
fundamental reform of the Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program, SNAP—namely, it 
will allow states to require work in exchange 
for benefits. Before the 1996 welfare-reform 
bill, several states experimented with work re-
quirements, and the evidence gathered from 
those experiments led to the most expansive 
reform of the welfare state ever. 

This bill also partially closes a loophole in 
the SNAP program known as ‘‘heat and eat’’— 
a reform included in previous House Budgets. 

Finally, this bill eliminates Direct Payments, 
excludes supply-management provisions in the 
dairy program, and reduces the deficit by 
$16.6 billion over the next ten years. This bill 
would save more money than doing nothing. 

I wish this bill included more reforms to our 
agricultural programs. It did not include crop- 
insurance reforms supported by both the 
House and the Senate. We should have a 
safety net for our farmers. We should help the 
little guy—the family farm that’s in need. We 
shouldn’t bankroll the big guys. So we should 
tighten the eligibility standards for crop sub-
sidies. I’m disappointed we didn’t use this op-
portunity to make fundamental changes to 
business as usual. 

But on the whole, I think this bill will do 
some good. It will save more money than if we 
did nothing. It will provide some much-needed 
certainty to family farmers. It is an improve-
ment over the status quo, and so I support it. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall 31 on the 
Conference Report to accompany H.R. 2642, 
‘‘The Farm Bill.’’ 

This conference report has made great im-
provements in reducing the draconian cuts to 
the SNAP program proposed in the House 
passed version of the Farm bill. While I appre-
ciate the reduction in cuts, we should do more 
to help those most in need. The Conference 
report also eliminates the King Amendment, 
which would have destroyed critical state safe-
ty and labeling laws. The bipartisan bill in-
cludes strong conservation provisions that will 
help protect our nation’s soil, water and wild-
life resources. Most notably, the bill makes 
federal crop insurance subsidies contingent on 
basic soil and wetland conservation practices. 
While not perfect, this conference report is a 
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fair compromise that will hopefully lay the 
groundwork for finding additional common 
ground in the future. 

Ms. DELBENE. Mr. Speaker, the 2014 farm 
bill is an important example of how Congress 
can produce meaningful bipartisan com-
promise. Overall, this Farm Bill represents 
years of hard work from a bipartisan coalition 
of lawmakers, farmers and stakeholders from 
across the country to put together a bill that is 
good for our farmers and families. It’s a major 
accomplishment that will create jobs, help our 
farmers and preserves Americans access to 
quality, healthy food. 

As in all compromises, no one got every-
thing they wanted. I’m disappointed that the 
bill includes reforms that will reduce nutrition 
assistance funding at a time when hunger and 
poverty remain too high in our country. How-
ever, unlike the original House Republican 
proposal, which was a $40 billion cut and 
would have removed nearly 4 million people 
from SNAP, the compromise agreed to today 
will not eliminate SNAP eligibility for anyone 
still in need. This outcome will garner bipar-
tisan support not just because of what it ex-
cluded but also for the important reforms and 
program improvements that it includes. I would 
like to discuss the SNAP provisions in the nu-
trition title in greater depth to ensure my col-
leagues have a richer understanding of the 
outcome of the Conference Committee agree-
ment and what it will mean for the program 
and its participants. 

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram, known as SNAP here in Washington, 
DC and as Basic Food in Washington State, 
is the backbone of our federal nutrition assist-
ance safety net. The program has more than 
proven itself during the economic down-turn of 
the last several years. With its help, millions of 
struggling families and seniors are able to put 
food on the table each day. The program effi-
ciently and accurately delivers benefits that 
have a significant impact on low-income Amer-
icans. Nevertheless, I saw it as my role as a 
member of the Agriculture Committee and as 
a conferee to search for ways in which the 
program could continue to improve. This farm 
bill represents the conferees’ shared vision for 
ways to improve several aspects of SNAP’s 
basic operations. 

One of the changes that we are making, of 
which I am most proud, is the plan to test 
promising strategies to connect more SNAP 
participants to employment. This legislation in-
cludes pilot programs to test innovative means 
of supporting SNAP recipients’ efforts to im-
prove their lives. This was an aspect of the 
original House bill that I worked on with Chair-
man Lucas and Ranking Member Peterson. 
Unfortunately, the House passed nutrition title 
also included work pilot provisions that had 
elements that were of serious concern to me. 
As a result, I did not support that bill’s final 
package. As conferees, however, we worked 
to overcome those differences. Many of us 
worked long hours to help craft these pilots, 
and I think the final provision shows the im-
pact of those efforts. 

The farm bill provides $200 million to pilot 
and evaluate innovative and promising state 
employment and training programs. States can 
test activities that are currently allowed under 
SNAP’s employment and training program, ac-
tivities that are allowed under the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block 
grant and supportive services that SNAP of-

fers to enrollees in SNAP employment and 
training programs such as child care and help 
with transportation costs. We wanted to be 
sure that states were able to create innovative 
programs for volunteers such as the Job 
Training Initiative in Seattle which focused on 
skills building or education programs that 
might improve an individual’s employability. 
Moreover, it was very important to us to en-
sure that states could try interventions that 
have not been permitted in SNAP in the 
past—such as offering child care assistance to 
an underemployed or unemployed parent 
whose primary barrier to work may simply be 
safe affordable child care. The same approach 
could be taken with transitional housing or 
other innovative strategies to support individ-
uals’ ability to increase their earnings. By in-
cluding TANF activities, we were able to en-
sure that states could test strategies around 
subsidized and unsubsidized employment. We 
were inspired by the effective subsidized em-
ployment programs states ran through the 
TANF program during the economic downturn 
with federal funds made available through the 
Recovery Act. States like Florida and Mis-
sissippi were major champions of these efforts 
and we wanted to be sure the pilots would 
support further efforts. 

One of the changes that is potentially most 
important is the inclusion of unsubsidized em-
ployment, including private–sector employ-
ment, as a component to which states could 
assign individuals. Obviously, unsubsidized 
employment is the goal to which almost all 
workers aspire. On the other hand, because 
state agencies will not have full control over, 
or even full information about, how these 
workplaces operate, we felt the need to in-
clude significant safeguards. Longstanding 
protections against the displacement of other 
workers remain, as do workplace protection 
laws such as those for health and safety, 
wage and hour standards, family leave, work-
ers’ compensation, and the like. We expect 
the Department will promulgate extensive 
standards in this regard and will supplement 
those standards as experience shows nec-
essary. In addition, the agreement ensures 
that individuals who participate in employment 
activities in the work pilots should not be sub-
ject to sanctions unless clear evidence shows 
that that the individual wilfully refused to take 
actions that she or he could safely and prop-
erly take. If the employer does not give the in-
dividual as many hours as expected, or if the 
employer finds the individual’s skills lacking, or 
if the employer asks the individual to work at 
a time when the individual lacks child care or 
transportation, no sanction should apply. 
Where the state is uncertain what happened 
or has no clear evidence of wilful refusal to 
comply, no sanction is appropriate. Often, 
states just will not be entirely sure what hap-
pened because they do not have the oversight 
over private employers in the way that the 
usually do over work programs the states 
themselves operate. 

The inclusion of private-sector employment 
as a component to which workers could be as-
signed does not in any way disparage states’ 
existing authority to treat jobs that SNAP ap-
plicants and recipients have found for them-
selves as allowable work activities, obviating 
the need for other placements and allowing 
the state to provide supportive services the 
way it would to applicants and recipients in ac-
tivities to which the state had assigned them. 

We have no reason to value, or support, a job 
that an enterprising recipient has found for her 
or himself any less than we do a work assign-
ment or training program to which the state 
has assigned her or him. In each case, SNAP 
E&T’s single-minded goal should be for the 
applicant or recipient to succeed. 

While the pilot projects are the work-related 
aspects of the title that have gotten the most 
attention, the conferees included other impor-
tant reforms to SNAP employment and train-
ing. Consistent with the original House bill, we 
felt it is very important for states and USDA to 
do a better job of tracking outcomes for the 
services that they offer SNAP participants. For 
their part, USDA must use this information to 
assess whether SNAP employment and train-
ing can do better and achieve more lasting 
long-term outcomes. That information will be 
crucial to us when we reauthorize the program 
in another five years. Of course, we under-
stand that SNAP participants are often poor 
and low skilled. We were very clear that ex-
pectations and outcomes for these services 
need to be appropriate. Not everyone will find 
employment immediately, especially in this 
economy. We expect that these measures will 
consider that some employment and training 
services—such as career and technical edu-
cation or GED programs—may yield more 
gains over the long haul but participants would 
not immediately find those jobs because they 
are gaining the credentials needed to get 
them. To that end, USDA’s study needs to 
recognize that getting better jobs may require 
getting skills first, so delayed but enduring im-
provements are important to monitor. We also 
believe, informed by the great work of the 
Basic Food Employment and Training Pro-
gram in my home state of Washington, that 
connecting individuals to the right activity to 
help them move forward is half the battle. We 
have called for USDA to increase their moni-
toring of states’ employment and training pro-
grams and we expect them to make individual 
assessment of SNAP work registrants, which 
is already a requirement, a key feature of their 
state reviews. 

Another key provision of the package is the 
effort to address the relationship between 
SNAP and the Low-Income Heating and En-
ergy Assistance Program or LIHEAP. Of 
course, I am disappointed that the final legisla-
tion includes any benefit reductions at all. 
Washington is one of the states that had been 
using this option to leverage additional bene-
fits to our low-income households. I am satis-
fied that the conferees did the best they could 
in narrowly targeting those reductions to im-
pact only those households who are claiming 
a standard utility allowance by virtue of their 
receipt of a very small LIHEAP benefit and, as 
a result, receiving a larger SNAP benefit. I 
wanted to be sure that we would not impact 
households who receive more traditional 
LIHEAP benefits. USDA assured us that indi-
viduals who currently claim the SUA as a re-
sult of their participation in or expected partici-
pation in LIHEAP will continue to be able to do 
so. This change is meant to have its desired 
effect by states dropping their nominal 
LIHEAP programs and informing USDA that 
they no longer provide token payments. In that 
way, no one in the 34 states that have not 
adopted this practice will see additional 
verification requirements or barriers to claim-
ing the SUA. At the same time, in my own 
state, households that participate in our reg-
ular LIHEAP program should not experience 
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any change in their certification process as a 
result of this change. 

Moreover, nothing in this legislation will 
have any negative effect on those households 
that have energy costs. We understand that, 
across the country, a wide range of billing ar-
rangements exist between landlords and ten-
ants. Even if a tenant does not pay utility bills 
directly, if the landlord imposes a surcharge 
for utilities, the tenant should be entitled to the 
standard utility allowance. States have the ca-
pacity to look into and understand the various 
arrangements that exist, and we should honor 
their determinations. A token one dollar 
LIHEAP payment will not trigger eligibility for 
the SUA, but if the state commits real money 
to energy assistance for a household because 
it believes that household is vulnerable to util-
ity costs, we should continue to honor that 
judgment. The final legislation appropriately 
honors that principle, unlike some earlier 
drafts. 

Although on a much smaller scale, the bill 
includes several other provisions where our in-
tent was to tighten up or to clarify program 
rules in a way that addresses concerns, but 
that does not increase application burdens on 
the millions of law abiding low income individ-
uals who participate in this program. Our goal 
wherever possible, was for state SNAP agen-
cies to bear the burden of implementing these 
changes so that we would maintain the same 
level of access for SNAP households. Take for 
example the provision to require that all states 
verify immigrant eligibility through the Citizen-
ship and Immigration Service. That require-
ment ensures that all states are taking advan-
tage of this high quality third party information 
to verify immigration status. Nothing about this 
change, however, will change the way that im-
migrants provide information about their immi-
gration status. The same is true of the prohibi-
tion on households with individuals who win 
significant lottery or gambling winnings from 
participating in the program. The conferees 
agreed that this prohibition should not be im-
plemented by requiring all 47 million individ-
uals on SNAP to report whether they had or 
had not recently won the lottery. To ask ex-
tremely poor individuals that question would 
border on offensive. Instead, states will have 
to work with their state level lotteries to obtain 
a list of lottery winners against which they can 
match to the SNAP caseload. We also took 
the same approach on the reiteration of the 
current law restriction on fleeing felons. Some 
of the conferees felt strongly that we reiterate 
that individuals convicted of particularly hei-
nous crimes who fall out of line with the terms 
of their parole are not eligible for SNAP. As 
that is the current policy, there is no need to 
make changes to states’ application or 
verification systems to implement this provi-
sion. We also included several provisions that 
are consistent with current USDA rules and 
guidance governing SNAP. Our goal was to 
codify these rules into federal law. As such, 
we banned household expenditures on med-
ical marijuana as an allowable expense under 
the medical expense deduction. We codified 
the rules regarding students participate in em-
ployment and training. Similarly, our efforts to 
clarify that SNAP outreach workers may not 
earn a bounty for each application they help 
an individual complete or may not pressure 
someone who doesn’t wish to apply to do so 
are consistent with current USDA guidelines 
and rules governing outreach. None of these 

provisions should have any impact on current 
clients our state outreach programs. 

Finally, we included several provisions that 
will help to improve access to healthy food op-
tions by requiring stores to stock more perish-
able foods, allowing community supported ag-
riculture programs to participate as authorized 
SNAP retailers, and testing new ways for cli-
ents to make purchases with their SNAP ben-
efit card (for example, by swiping SNAP cards 
on mobile devices at farmers’ markets) that 
could open up the program to more retailers 
with healthy options. In testing these new 
technologies, we have urged USDA to take 
every precaution to ensure that these ad-
vances do not compromise program integrity. 
We anticipate they can overcome any chal-
lenges on this front and successfully imple-
ment these options. The bill includes many 
other provisions that affect other nutrition pro-
grams. I am very pleased that we are increas-
ing funding for food banks and emergency 
food providers. These organizations are on the 
front lines of hunger and merit all the support 
we can provide. We’ve also included support 
for community food program grants and cre-
ated a new national healthy food incentive 
program modeled after private and foundation 
efforts to incentivize health food purchases for 
SNAP participants by providing participants 
with vouchers to purchase foods at local farm-
ers markets. These efforts will complement 
our efforts to address hunger through the 
major federal nutrition programs. 

As I said before, this bill is not perfect. How-
ever, the farm bill conference report success-
fully addresses the most important food and 
agricultural issues facing our country today 
while contributing to deficit reduction. I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak 
in support of Chairman Lucas and his deter-
mination to get the Farm Bill across the finish 
line. The Chairman and his staff have put tre-
mendous work into this bipartisan, bicameral 
bill. 

This bill is not perfect. There are several 
areas we could have done more on. I wish we 
could have implemented more reforms in the 
food stamp program. 

I am also very disappointed that this farm 
bill does not address important issues for live-
stock and poultry producers—my constituents 
back in North Carolina. As you know, the 
House–passed Farm Bill did include language 
on the Country of Origin Labeling law and on 
USDA’s ability to write regulations related to 
the buying and selling of livestock and poultry. 

Yet, neither is included in this conference 
report. 

More importantly, as my constituents have 
pointed out they now face retaliation from our 
trading partners. Also, USDA’s livestock regu-
lations now threaten to dictate the terms of 
their private contracts. 

Both can cause severe economic harm to 
North Carolina’s farmers and ranchers and to 
the U.S. economy and both must be ad-
dressed. I look forward to continuing our work 
on these important issues and getting a reso-
lution quickly. 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to offer 
my reluctant support to the Conference Report 
on H.R. 2642, the Federal Agriculture Reform 
and Risk Management Act, also known as the 
Farm Bill. This conference report presents us 
with a difficult choice. On the one hand, it con-
tains numerous provisions that benefit our ag-

riculture communities and it represents an-
other bipartisan accomplishment from both 
chambers. On the other hand, it makes ill–ad-
vised changes in the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program (SNAP) that, had they 
been presented in a separate bill, I would 
have strongly opposed. 

The agricultural policy contained in this con-
ference report is a positive step forward for 
our nation’s farmers and rural communities, in-
cluding those I represent in Northwest Oregon. 
Strong funding authorizations for the Specialty 
Crop Research Initiative and Specialty Crop 
Block Grant Program will help a wide variety 
of food producers in my district, from blueberry 
and hazelnut farms to vineyards in the world– 
renowned Willamette Valley wine region. The 
commitment to pest and disease research in 
the bill is key to a healthy nursery industry in 
Oregon, and the conference report includes 
language that will allow organic producers and 
Christmas tree farmers to establish check off 
programs that are critical to their long–term 
success. 

For Oregon’s struggling counties, this bill in-
cludes an essential extension of the Payment 
in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) program. PILT helps 
the budgets of counties with large expanses of 
un–taxable federal land, and its reauthoriza-
tion in this bill is welcome news to the cash– 
strapped rural areas of Oregon. For the envi-
ronmental community, the conference report 
represents an important commitment to re-
sponsible farming practices, with crop insur-
ance premium assistance tied to conservation 
compliance measures that will help protect soil 
quality and fragile wetlands. 

Unfortunately this bill comes up short in one 
vital area: nutrition policy. The Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program is a pillar of this 
nation’s social safety net, providing food as-
sistance to those in need, including many sen-
iors and children. I do not support the changes 
to SNAP in this conference report, but they 
are preferable to the previous Farm Bill pro-
posal considered by this chamber, which I 
voted against. Although I am pleased that the 
bill provides additional funds for food banks 
under the Emergency Food Assistance Pro-
gram (TEFAP), I am troubled by the impact 
that the SNAP cuts will have on Oregon fami-
lies. 

I will reluctantly support this conference re-
port because the investments in our rural com-
munities included in this bill will help many of 
our constituents continue the long climb back 
from the lingering effects of the economic 
down-turn. We must invest in these commu-
nities to ensure that still more of our constitu-
ents don’t come to rely on federal assistance 
programs like SNAP. And despite unfortunate 
cuts to the SNAP program, this bill is a vast 
improvement on the devastating SNAP cuts 
that the House bill originally contained. Con-
gress must now commit to assisting those in-
dividuals who rely on federal nutrition pro-
grams in other ways, and I will continue to 
work with my colleagues on this issue. 

The Farm Bill conference report is far from 
perfect, but it contains several provisions that 
will benefit Oregonians. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commend the House on the passage of a new 
farm bill. I know that the Chairman, the Rank-
ing Member and many other members of this 
body have worked diligently for a very long 
period of time to reach this point. I am glad 
that this body has finally passed legislation 
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that can bring some certainty to Iowa pro-
ducers and allow them to plan for their eco-
nomic futures. While I know that we would all 
agree that this process has taken far too long, 
I appreciate the endless hours of work to bring 
us to this significant accomplishment. I trust 
the legislation will soon make it to the Presi-
dent’s desk. 

However, no farm bill is perfect and I would 
be remiss if I did not point out that this bill 
does not address all of the serious issues of 
concern to the agricultural community. Con-
gress must address the serious issues related 
to Country of Origin Labeling in the meat in-
dustry. Our livestock producers are quite ap-
propriately concerned that they may face trade 
retaliation from some of our closest trading 
partners if these issues are not properly ad-
dressed. There are also legitimate concerns 
regarding USDA’s ability to write regulations 
related to the buying and selling of livestock, 
which are not addressed in this farm bill. 
While I am very pleased with what has been 
accomplished here today, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in making sure that we 
complete the work on those issues which were 
not included in today’s legislation. 

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, today is a monu-
mental day for our nation’s agriculture policy. 
After three years of hard work, today the 
House of Representatives finally approved a 
final Farm Bill that provides certainty for our 
nation’s farmers and institutes money-saving 
reforms to agriculture and nutrition policy that 
we’ve needed for some time. 

Agriculture is our top industry in Alabama, 
employing more 580,000 Alabamians. Agri-
culture alone is worth around $70 billion to our 
state’s economy. That is why this bill has been 
one of my top priorities since being elected to 
Congress in 2010. 

This bill is a win for Alabama farmers and 
foresters. It is also a win for taxpayers. The 
Farm Bill replaces outdated policies left over 
from the Pelosi-led Congress and represents a 
positive step toward fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the members 
of my Agriculture Advisory Panel who have 
proved so beneficial to my staff and I through-
out this process. This group includes a rep-
resentative from each county in Alabama’s 
Second Congressional District and representa-
tives from a wide variety of commodities and 
industries. We have held numerous meetings 
in the District to share ideas, listen to con-
cerns, and discuss a way forward on agri-
culture policy. I cannot say enough about how 
much I appreciate these individuals for sharing 
their time, knowledge, and ideas. 

One of the provisions included in this Farm 
Bill is a direct result of a brainstorming session 
of our Agriculture Advisory Panel. The Farm 
Bill includes a provision to reduce the amount 
of land allowed into the Conservation Reserve 
Program (CRP), restricting the increasingly- 
frequent practice of paying landowners to let 
fertile cropland go unplanted for years. 

Members of my Agriculture Advisory Panel 
are: Andy Wendland, Walt Corcoran, Kenny 
Childree, Tom Duncan, Carl Sanders, Andy 
Sumblin, Josh Carnley, Salem Saloom, Ricky 
Wiggins, Rhett Johnson, Tony Beck, Monica 
Carroll, Albert Curry, Andy Bell, Neil Outlaw, 
Cindi Fain, Ed White, Gary Mattox, Dale Arm-
strong, George Jeffcoat, Richard Holladay, 
Hassey Brooks, Edwin Marty, John Dorrill, and 
Ed Berry. 

I also want to mention the hard work of 
Mike Albares on my personal staff who put in 

countless hours of work to help me through 
this process. Mike, a native of Dothan, is well 
aware of the importance of agriculture to 
South Alabama, and I appreciate his dedica-
tion to our local farmers. 

I want to thank Chairman Frank Lucas and 
his staff for their diligent work throughout what 
has, at times, been a challenging process. I 
want to recognize Ranking Member Peterson 
and his team for all that they have done to 
work across the aisle to get this bill finished. 
Agriculture policy has almost always been a 
bi-partisan issue, and this final product is no 
different. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that this bill isn’t 
perfect. I would have liked to have seen more 
reforms to nutrition programs, but we will con-
tinue to work toward that goal. Undoubtedly, 
the reforms contained in this Farm Bill are a 
major step in the right direction. 

Thank you again to the countless individuals 
who helped make this Farm Bill happen. I look 
forward to continuing to be a strong advocate 
on behalf of Alabama’s farmers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 465, 
the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the conference re-
port. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on adoption of the con-
ference report will be followed by a 5- 
minute vote on approval of the Jour-
nal, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 251, nays 
166, not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 31] 

YEAS—251 

Aderholt 
Bachus 
Barber 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barrow (GA) 
Barton 
Beatty 
Benishek 
Bera (CA) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Bonamici 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castor (FL) 

Chaffetz 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins (NY) 
Conaway 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Daines 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Ellmers 
Enyart 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 

Garcia 
Gardner 
Gerlach 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves (MO) 
Griffin (AR) 
Griffith (VA) 
Grimm 
Guthrie 
Hall 
Hanabusa 
Hanna 
Harper 
Hartzler 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Hinojosa 
Horsford 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hurt 
Issa 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Joyce 
Kaptur 
Kelly (IL) 

Kelly (PA) 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Kuster 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
Latta 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
Maffei 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
Matsui 
McAllister 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCaul 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Michaud 
Miller (MI) 

Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Negrete McLeod 
Neugebauer 
Noem 
Nolan 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Nunnelee 
Olson 
Owens 
Palazzo 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters (MI) 
Peterson 
Petri 
Poe (TX) 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rokita 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Runyan 
Ryan (WI) 
Schneider 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (VA) 

Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Southerland 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tonko 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walorski 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IN) 

NAYS—166 

Amash 
Andrews 
Bachmann 
Bass 
Becerra 
Bentivolio 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Bridenstine 
Broun (GA) 
Burgess 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chu 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Collins (GA) 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Doggett 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Fattah 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Fortenberry 

Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graves (GA) 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Harris 
Hensarling 
Higgins 
Himes 
Holding 
Holt 
Honda 
Huelskamp 
Hunter 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins 
Jordan 
Keating 
Kennedy 
Kind 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Lankford 
Larson (CT) 
Lee (CA) 
Levin 
Lewis 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Matheson 
McClintock 
McDermott 
McGovern 

Meeks 
Meng 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Mulvaney 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Payne 
Perry 
Peters (CA) 
Pingree (ME) 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Polis 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rohrabacher 
Rothfus 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ryan (OH) 
Salmon 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schweikert 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Stockman 
Stutzman 
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Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 

Vargas 
Veasey 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Waxman 

Weber (TX) 
Wenstrup 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 

NOT VOTING—14 

Amodei 
Campbell 
Clay 
Doyle 
Edwards 

Jones 
Lynch 
McCarthy (NY) 
Miller (FL) 
Moran 

Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Tipton 
Westmoreland 

b 1059 

Messrs. HIGGINS, HUNTER, 
ISRAEL, and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
of California changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. HINOJOSA changed his vote 
from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

31, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘aye.’’ 

Stated against: 
Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, due to 

being unavoidably detained, I missed the fol-
lowing rollcall vote: No. 31 on January 29, 
2014. 

If present, I would have voted: rollcall vote 
No. 31—H.R. 2642—Federal Agriculture Re-
form and Risk Management Act of 2013 Con-
ference Report, On Passage, ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, due to at-
tending a previously scheduled event with 
President Obama in the 4th Congressional 
District of Maryland, which I have the honor of 
representing in the House of Representatives, 
I was absent from votes in the House this 
morhing (Wednesday, January 29th) and 
missed rollcall vote 31. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall vote 31 
(final passage of the Conference Report on 
H.R. 2642, the Federal Agriculture Reform and 
Risk Management Act of 2013). 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the question on agree-
ing to the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal, which the Chair will put de 
novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda 
Evans, one of his secretaries. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
BRITISH-AMERICAN INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MCALLISTER). The Chair announces the 
Speaker’s appointment, pursuant to 22 

U.S.C. 276(l), and the order of the House 
of January 3, 2013, of the following 
Members on the part of the House to 
the British-American Interparliamen-
tary Group: 

Mr. MCINTYRE, North Carolina 
Mr. DELANEY, Maryland 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
2642. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY, 
JANUARY 31, 2014 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 3 
p.m. on Friday, January 31, 2014; and 
when the House adjourns on that day, 
it adjourn to meet on Monday, Feb-
ruary 3, 2014, when it shall convene at 
noon for morning-hour debate and 2 
p.m. for legislative business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1635 

Ms. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that I be removed as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 1635, the National 
Commission on Federal Marijuana Pol-
icy Act of 2013. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from California? 

There was no objection. 

f 

HONORING THE SERVICE OF TRUDI 
TERRY, CHIEF CLERK OF DEBATES 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
am so pleased to rise today and extend 
my sincere thanks, on behalf of all of 
us, to a distinguished public servant, 
Chief Clerk of Debates Trudi Terry, 
that humble lady who sits behind us. 

After 15 years of serving the United 
States House of Representatives and 
the American people, it is with sadness 
that we see such a fine and dedicated 
public servant retiring. 

Trudi began her tenure in the House 
in 1999 as a transcriber in the Office of 
the Official Reporters. Her diligence 
and commitment to her duties saw her 
promoted to Chief Clerk of Debates in 
January of 2004. 

Trudi’s outstanding contribution to 
the smooth running of this institution 

over the past decade has been substan-
tial, and her warm demeanor will be 
missed by all of us who work in this 
Chamber. 

I will remember Trudi as a bubbly 
and energetic and warm personality 
who always went out of her way to 
help. I hope that Trudi enjoys the 
added time so she can now commit to 
her hobbies of attending the theater 
and bird-watching, much better than 
watching Members of the House. 

So I ask my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to join me in thanking 
Trudi Terry for all that she has done 
for all of us in the House of Represent-
atives, and to truly wish her the best in 
the years to come. 

Congratulations, Trudi. 
f 

HONORING THE SERVICE OF TRUDI 
TERRY, CHIEF CLERK OF DEBATES 

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, what a 
joy it is to rise and join my colleague, 
Congresswoman ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN, 
and to applaud the long career and the 
great contributions of a woman who 
has listened to countless speeches and 
addresses on this floor over the years, 
our House Chief Clerk of Debates, 
Trudi Terry. 

She will soon retire, but she came to 
this House in 1999 as a transcriber, and 
she has served as Chief Clerk of De-
bates for the past decade. For 10 years, 
through early morning 1-minutes and 
midnight debates, she has sat on the 
dais behind this lectern, kept a record 
of all of our conversations and col-
loquies, and been of invaluable service 
to all of us in this body. 

No matter how heated it got down 
here, Trudi has been helpful and pa-
tient and kind to each and every one of 
us. 

She has lived an amazing life. Before 
coming to Washington, her experiences 
have run the gamut. Born in Amarillo, 
Texas; teacher in Alaska, New Mexico, 
Tennessee, and Virginia; an office man-
ager in Honolulu; and a preschool di-
rector at Yokosuka Naval Base in 
Japan. 

Trudi, we say thank you to you for 
your hard work, for your service, both 
here on the House floor and across this 
great Nation. 

We congratulate you on your retire-
ment. Many years of health and happi-
ness, so that you can travel, take the 
photos, go to the theater, and, yes, 
bird-watch. Do the things that we kept 
you from doing while we debated and 
tried to legislate. 

You will be missed, my friend. You 
will be missed. And if you miss us too, 
you can always find us on C–SPAN. 

But get a life, Trudi, and enjoy it. 
f 

THE FARM BILL CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. We are not going to 
let Trudi get off that easy because she 
is going to have to listen to some 1- 
minute speeches. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
farm bill conference report. As Illinois 
farmers look forward to spring plant-
ing season, this bill provides them with 
a stronger crop insurance program and 
gives them a choice of commodity pro-
grams that work best for their farm. 

It takes important steps to end di-
rect payments, streamline conserva-
tion programs, close food stamp loop-
holes, and saves $24 billion over the 
next decade. 

However, one issue the bill does not 
address is Country of Origin Labeling, 
or COOL. Current COOL regulations 
could potentially put American live-
stock producers in violation of our 
trade obligations and could put the 
U.S. meat under retaliatory tariffs 
from Canada and Mexico. 

The WTO announced just last week 
that they will be holding hearings on 
this issue. I have been told by the lead-
ership of the House, who had this pro-
vision in the House part of the bill, 
that the bill would be filed, hearings 
will be conducted, and we will move 
legislation to address this concern. 

I want to thank Chairman LUCAS and 
Ranking Member PETERSON for all the 
hard work that the Ag Committee has 
done to provide Illinois farmers cer-
tainty. 

f 

b 1115 

MARY PAKOS’ UNEMPLOYMENT 

(Ms. DUCKWORTH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, 
Mary Pakos of Villa Park, Illinois, is 
one of my neighbors; and she needs 
Congress to extend unemployment in-
surance now. Mary has 16 years of ex-
perience in human resources, with 
seven of those as a manager. Yet she 
has been unemployed now for 3 years, 
but it is not for the lack of trying. She 
has sent out more than 500 resumes and 
has gone through interview after inter-
view after interview with no success. 

She worries about losing her house 
and how she will support herself in re-
tirement. You see, she recently turned 
60, and she knows how tough it can be 
to find work at her age. 

But that doesn’t stop Mary from 
looking for jobs for hours every day. It 
does not stop her from spending hours 
every week volunteering at her local 
church in Elmhurst, Illinois, because 
she cares so much about her commu-
nity. Mary is not giving up, and we 
shouldn’t give up on her either. 

Many Americans like her want to 
find work and simply can’t. Punishing 
them by taking away unemployment 
benefits is a terrible mistake. Let’s put 
our partisanship aside and extend un-

employment insurance now for our 
families and our businesses. 

f 

THE FARM BILL 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, today the House passed a 
new 5-year farm bill reauthorization 
with bipartisan support. The Federal 
Agriculture Reform and Risk Manage-
ment Act will provide food security for 
our Nation’s citizens, ensuring that 
Americans have access to affordable, 
high-quality, and safe food. 

For my State of Pennsylvania and 
many others, the farm bill is actually a 
jobs bill. In Pennsylvania, we have ap-
proximately 62,000 farms, and agri-
culture supports hundreds of thousands 
of jobs. One in seven Pennsylvanians 
owes their job directly or indirectly to 
agriculture. 

The dairy sector is our largest single 
contributor, with about 7,100 farms as 
of last year. Pennsylvania ranks fifth 
in overall dairy production among 
States, but Pennsylvania agriculture is 
very diverse. We have beef and cattle, 
mushrooms, corn, poultry, and so much 
more. Our forest products and timber 
industry is also critical in Pennsyl-
vania and provides jobs and needed for-
est management. 

This farm bill is critical in providing 
support and certainty to our farmers 
and rural communities in each of these 
areas. As a member of the House Agri-
culture Committee and as a supporter 
of agriculture in Pennsylvania, I was 
proud to support the passage of this 
important jobs bill. 

f 

HUNGER IS NOT AN OPTION 

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
hunger is not an option. And although 
there were many elements of the farm 
bill that, over the years, I have sup-
ported enthusiastically as a Represent-
ative from Texas—and I thank all of 
those who produce food—it is a ques-
tion of taking a stand. First, $40 bil-
lion, then $11 billion, then $8 billion. It 
is not an option in terms of the closing 
off of the opportunity for food stamps. 

For those who are working, as 
Maggie, a young lady in Austin, Texas, 
and the 48 million women who are liv-
ing in poverty and the 22 million chil-
dren living in poverty, I took a stand 
today, and I am proud of it—not be-
cause the work was not there for the 
farm bill, but we have got to protect 
those who need us most. Hunger is not 
an option. 

I take this time as well to thank 
Trudi Terry, my dear friend, for her 
service to this Nation. She is profes-
sional and distinguished. And as we 
refer to each other on the floor, ‘‘the 
distinguished gentlelady from Texas,’’ 

‘‘the distinguished gentleman from 
Massachusetts,’’ you are the distin-
guished gentlelady from Virginia, 
along with Irene. We thank you for 
sharing with us. 

And I appreciate one thing: thank 
you for being our friend and my friend. 
God bless you and continue in pros-
perity and service. God bless you. 

f 

INACCESSIBLE PUBLIC LANDS 

(Mr. DAINES asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. DAINES. As a fifth generation 
Montanan and sportsman, I know the 
importance of protecting and pre-
serving Montana’s outdoor heritage. 
Hunting, fishing, and hiking on our 
public lands are important parts of 
many Montanans’ way of life. It is 
something that my grandpa and dad 
passed on to me and something we are 
passing on to our kids. 

But almost 2 million acres of public 
lands in Montana are inaccessible to 
the public. Three other States—Wyo-
ming, Colorado, and New Mexico—have 
more than 500,000 acres of inaccessible 
land to the public, and that is simply 
unacceptable. I strongly believe we 
must ensure the public has access to 
the public lands we already have. 

There is strong bipartisan agreement 
that the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund can play an important role in in-
creasing access to these lands, and that 
is what the Making Public Lands Pub-
lic Access Act will do. My bill seeks to 
increase Montanans’ opportunities to 
enjoy outdoor recreation and ensure 
that our public lands are truly public. 
I urge support for my bill. 

f 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM AND 
CORPORATE CONSTITUTIONAL 
RIGHTS 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 4 long years since the Supreme 
Court’s awful Citizens United decision; 
and, sadly, this Republican leadership 
has failed to take action to address the 
increasing influence of big corpora-
tions and big money in our elections 
and our political discourse. 

The House has repeatedly voted to 
repeal the Affordable Care Act which, 
quite frankly, helps millions and mil-
lions of our fellow citizens get health 
care. We have voted to weaken finan-
cial regulations and environmental 
protections; and while I am pleased 
that most of this legislation has not 
become law, I find it troubling that we 
have not addressed an issue so funda-
mental to our democracy—the em-
powerment of everyday Americans over 
special interests. 

I am proud to be the sponsor of two 
constitutional amendments, H.J. Res. 
20, which empowers Congress and the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:20 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29JA7.029 H29JAPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
6V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1503 January 29, 2014 
States to regulate political spending, 
while my people’s rights amendment 
puts a stop to the growing trend of cor-
porations claiming First Amendment 
rights. 

Sixteen States, including my home 
State of Massachusetts, and hundreds 
of cities and towns across the country 
have taken action to support a con-
stitutional amendment to overturn 
Citizens United and the fabricated doc-
trine of corporate constitutional 
rights. 

Our democracy is of the people, by 
the people, and for the people. We en-
danger that most sacred value when 
big money, special interests, and cor-
porations have unlimited power to buy 
and influence elections. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to act. 
f 

THE PRESIDENT’S ENERGY POLICY 

(Mr. SHUSTER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, the 
President, on the heels of the State of 
the Union, is traveling to Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania, today. Well, I have in-
vited the President to travel 50 miles 
south to Greene County, Pennsylvania, 
in my district, a rural county, a strug-
gling county, a county that produces 
coal. 

The President’s wrong policies, his 
out-of-control EPA regulations, have 
shut down the Hatfield’s Ferry coal- 
fired electric plan in Greene County, 
Pennsylvania. Over 100 good-paying 
jobs are gone. 

But to make matters worse, the 
small community in East Dunkard and 
East Dunkard Valley, their water au-
thority, the rate payers are going to 
have to pay more because the largest 
user of that system was the Hatfield’s 
Ferry electric plant. So these 2,000 
folks are going to have to pay more 
money for their water and their sewer 
because of the President’s wrong en-
ergy policy. The President’s energy 
policy is wrong, and it is hurting hard-
working Americans. 

f 

SAFE CLIMATE CAUCUS 

(Mr. LOWENTHAL asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, in-
action on climate change will be more 
costly in the long run than an invest-
ment in curbing emissions now. The 
nonpartisan Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change recently urged pol-
icymakers—that is us in Congress—to 
take immediate action on climate 
change to avoid not only costly dam-
ages to our planet but, really, the cost-
ly impact to our economy. 

The report indicates that if strong 
action to curb greenhouse gas emis-
sions does not take place in the next 15 
years, our last resort to avoid cata-
strophic global changes will be to rely 

on expensive technologies to remove 
harmful greenhouse gases, and that 
would be unbelievably expensive. 

The report also estimates that the 
longer we wait, the cost goes up, and 
the impact on the economy is more 
devastating. If we wait until 2030, we 
reduce our ability to produce goods and 
services by up to 4 percent. If we wait 
until 2050, it is up to 6 percent; and if 
we wait until 2100, it is up to a 12 per-
cent loss of goods and services. The 
time to act is now. 

f 

THE FARM BILL SAVES MONEY 

(Mr. WOODALL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I rep-
resent the northeastern suburbs of At-
lanta, but I voted in favor of a large 
farm bill today. We don’t have too 
many farmers in our district, but we 
have folks who care about their chil-
dren and their grandchildren and mov-
ing this country away from debt and 
back towards prosperity. 

I serve on the Budget Committee, 
and in my 3 years in this body, I have 
never been able to send a bill to the 
President that changes mandatory 
spending in the direction of savings as 
large as this bill does that we did 
today, over $3 billion in the first year. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are tired of broken promises, and they 
are tired of folks who promise the 
Moon and can’t deliver. Today we took 
a small step in the right direction, and 
you will see me back here tomorrow 
looking for one more. 

I was proud to vote in favor of the 
farm bill today. 

f 

HONORING CONGRESSMAN GEORGE 
WORTLEY 

(Mr. MAFFEI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MAFFEI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
honor one of my predecessors, former 
Congressman George Wortley, who 
served as central New York’s Rep-
resentative during the 1980s for four 
terms. Mr. Wortley passed away on 
January 21 at the age of 87. 

Mr. Wortley was very well known as 
being a very friendly, kind, and person-
able man, an outstanding member of 
our community in central New York, a 
real neighbor to so many. 

He was born and raised in Tully, New 
York. He graduated from Syracuse Uni-
versity in 1948. He served in the Navy 
and then began his career as a news-
paper man, serving as president and 
publisher of seven weekly newspapers, 
spanning more than four decades. 

He won his congressional seat in 1980 
and went on to be a dedicated public 
servant throughout his time in the 
House. He was known for working with 
others in the best interest of our com-
munity. And while he served on the 
House Banking, Finance, and Urban Af-
fairs Committee, he was known for the 

development of the reverse mortgage 
annuity for seniors and was a signifi-
cant force in reforming anti-money 
laundering laws to fight drug traf-
ficking. He also served on the Ethics 
Committee, which is a service to all. 

He will be remembered across central 
New York for his genuine dedication to 
service. Services will be held Monday; 
and if any colleagues want any infor-
mation on that, please see my office. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask to have a 
brief moment of silence for Congress-
man George Wortley. 

f 

THIRD AMENDMENT TO THE 
AGREEMENT FOR CO-OPERATION 
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA AND THE INTER-
NATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY 
AGENCY—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 113–89) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the house the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to transmit to the Con-

gress, pursuant to sections 123 b. and 
123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(b), (d)) (the 
‘‘Act’’), the text of a proposed Third 
Amendment to the Agreement for Co- 
operation Between the United States of 
America and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) (the ‘‘Amend-
ment’’). I am also pleased to transmit 
my written approval, authorization, 
and determination concerning the 
Amendment, and an unclassified Nu-
clear Proliferation Assessment State-
ment (NPAS) concerning the Amend-
ment. (In accordance with section 123 
of the Act, as amended by title XII of 
the Foreign Affairs Reform and Re-
structuring Act of 1998 (Public Law 105– 
277), a classified annex to the NPAS, 
prepared by the Secretary of State in 
consultation with the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, summarizing rel-
evant classified information, will be 
submitted to the Congress separately.) 
The joint memorandum submitted to 
me by the Secretaries of State and En-
ergy and a letter from the Chairman of 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
stating the views of the Commission 
are also enclosed. An addendum to the 
NPAS pursuant to section 102A of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
403–1), as amended, is being submitted 
separately by the Director of National 
Intelligence. 

The proposed Amendment has been 
negotiated in accordance with the Act 
and other applicable law. In my judg-
ment, it meets all applicable statutory 
requirements and will advance the non-
proliferation and other foreign policy 
interests of the United States. 

Pursuant to the proposed Amend-
ment, the Agreement for Co-operation 
Between the United States of America 
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and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, signed at Vienna May 11, 1959, 
as amended and extended February 12, 
1974, and January 14, 1980 (the ‘‘Agree-
ment’’), would continue to provide a 
comprehensive framework for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation with the IAEA and 
facilitate our mutual objectives related 
to nonproliferation and the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy. The primary 
purposes of the Agreement are to en-
able exports from the United States of 
nuclear material and equipment to 
IAEA Member States for research reac-
tors and, in certain cases, for power re-
actors, and to enable transfers from 
the United States of small samples of 
nuclear material to the IAEA for safe-
guards and research purposes. 

Under the proposed Amendment, the 
term of the Agreement will be ex-
tended an additional 40 years for a 
total term of 95 years. 

The Agreement permits the transfer 
of material, equipment (including reac-
tors), and facilities for nuclear re-
search and nuclear power production. 
It does not permit transfers of Re-
stricted Data, sensitive nuclear facili-
ties, or major critical components of 
such facilities, or, unless specifically 
provided for in a supply agreement or 
an amendment thereto, transfers of 
sensitive nuclear technology. In the 
event of termination of the Agreement, 
key nonproliferation conditions and 
controls continue with respect to ma-
terial, equipment, and facilities subject 
to the Agreement. 

A more detailed discussion of the 
IAEA’s nuclear nonproliferation and 
peaceful uses activities is provided in 
the NPAS and in a classified annex to 
the NPAS submitted to you separately. 

I have considered the views and rec-
ommendations of the interested agen-
cies in reviewing the proposed Amend-
ment to the Agreement and have deter-
mined that its performance will pro-
mote, and will not constitute an unrea-
sonable risk to, the common defense 
and security. Accordingly, I have ap-
proved the Amendment and authorized 
its execution and urge that the Con-
gress give it favorable consideration. 

This transmission shall constitute a 
submittal for purposes of both sections 
123 b. and 123 d. of the Act. My Admin-
istration is prepared to begin imme-
diately the consultations with the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee and 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
as provided in section 123 b. Upon com-
pletion of the 30 days of continuous 
session review provided for in section 
123 b., the 60 days of continuous session 
review provided for in section 123 d. 
shall commence. 

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, January 29, 2014. 

f 

b 1130 

THE SLAVE TRADE OF CHILDREN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas 

(Mr. POE) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, be-
fore I get into my official remarks this 
afternoon, I, too, want to thank Trudi 
Terry for her service to the House. A 
lot of folks don’t know, especially folks 
throughout America, that as Chief 
Clerk of Debate—and all the clerks— 
they get here in the morning before we 
ever get here, and they don’t go home 
until long after Congress is over be-
cause they have got to make sure that 
everything we say is appropriately re-
corded in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
that is prepared by the clerks during 
the night before the sun rises the next 
day. It is a tremendous job, and our 
clerks do a tremendous job. 

Trudi, when you told me you were 
leaving yesterday, I told you, It can’t 
be. Just say it isn’t so. We depend on 
you. Now, you know, you sit right in 
the middle of the House, right between 
the Republicans, right between the 
Democrats, right down the center of 
the aisle making sure that you take 
care of all of us. I personally appreciate 
what you have done for me over the 
last 9 years since I have been in the 
House of Representatives, and I know 
that all Members appreciate the House 
staff for what you do. 

If people ever watch C–SPAN, occa-
sionally they will see the clerks are al-
ways here, Mr. Speaker. They are al-
ways here. They are never sick. They 
never miss. Even when the House is 
closed down because of bad weather, 
there the clerks are. They are still 
here. 

So I appreciate their service. I know 
all Members of the House appreciate 
the service of all of you. And you don’t 
get near the credit. You make us all 
look good, and I appreciate that very 
much. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk and ad-
dress the House on a more serious note 
this afternoon, and it has to do with 
not the economy, it doesn’t have to do 
with money or the debt, all those 
things that all Americans are con-
cerned about, but it is dealing with 
something that, to me, is really seri-
ous, if not more serious, because it has 
to do with people—children, primarily. 
What I am talking about is something 
that we thought doesn’t happen in this 
country anymore, and that is slavery. 

Yes, we still have slavery throughout 
the world today in 2014. It is called 
human sex trafficking. And what we 
are talking about, and what I am talk-
ing about, has consequences through-
out the United States. It is not just 
happening in foreign countries. It is 
not just isolated and happening a little 
bit. The scourge is happening through-
out the world and, yes, has even come 
to the United States. That is one rea-
son why this is National Slavery and 
Human Trafficking Prevention Month. 

It is vital that mothers and fathers 
understand the crime of human traf-
ficking. I have four kids and I have 11 
grandkids. Children are the greatest re-
source that the country has, and things 

are happening to them that a lot of 
Americans are unaware of, and it hap-
pens in our neighborhoods. 

Here is how it happens, a small exam-
ple that happened in Houston. A young 
girl goes to the mall, like teenagers do, 
middle schoolers. Parents drop kids off 
at the mall on a Saturday, for example, 
and then come pick them up later in 
the day. The young girl was there with 
some others. She got to talking to a 
young male. When you think of sex 
traffickers, a lot of them think of the 
old guy in the trench coat. No. Many of 
them are young people. 

A good-looking guy in his early 
twenties starts talking to this young 
girl, and before you know it, they hit 
up a good conversation and he starts 
telling her things that she wants to 
hear. He buys a few things for her there 
in the mall. Before you know it, she is 
picked up, and he and this young girl, 
this middle schooler, go somewhere in 
a car. But they disappear into the 
Houston community, because now she 
has been kidnapped and is used, unfor-
tunately, in the sex trade, in the sex 
slavery trade as a young teenage girl. 

These traffickers will find young 
girls anywhere. They will find them at 
salons. They will go to massage par-
lors. Human trafficking occurs in many 
different places. Sometimes there are 
storefronts that are for one business, 
but it is nothing more than a outlet of 
sex trafficking, and traditional busi-
nesses, unfortunately, are nothing 
more than fronts for forced prostitu-
tion of minors. They are held and 
forced to have sex with others for 
money so the trafficker can get money, 
and that filthy lucre goes to the slave 
trader. It happens in far-off places, and 
it happens in America. 

The victims are the ones I want to 
talk about today. There are domestic 
victims in the United States like the 
girl I mentioned in Houston, and there 
are international victims in other 
countries, and they are trafficked into 
the United States or throughout the 
United States for two purposes: for sex 
or for labor, forced labor. 

I have recently been to Central 
America and South America—Hon-
duras, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Pan-
ama, and even Peru—and I have been 
able to see the sex trade, the sex traf-
ficking business in those countries. It 
happens domestically in those coun-
tries as well as other countries 
throughout the world, but some of 
those girls are forced to come to the 
United States—not all of them, but 
some of them are. And be mindful, we 
do have girls in the United States who 
are transported throughout the coun-
try, domestic sex trafficking. 

I got to talk to some of these young 
girls in the shelters about their lives. I 
met one girl. I asked her, How did this 
happen to you? And she said, Well, 
when I was 9 years old, my mother sold 
me to a trafficker for a cell phone. And 
she got sold for a phone for mom, and 
then she goes into the sex trafficking 
business. After they reach a certain 
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age, then they just disappear into the 
society. This girl was rescued in Guate-
mala. There are shelters that help 
these young girls. 

I got to talk to several of these girls. 
And we are talking about the youngest 
that I met was 7, and they go all the 
way up to 17 to be minors. But I got to 
talk to some girls, five of them in one 
shelter, that were 12 years of age or 
younger—five of them. There were 
other girls in the shelter. These five 
girls I talked to, Mr. Speaker, all had 
children that were the product of forc-
ible rape by one of the customers that 
had abused them. 

It is sex slavery, and it is sex traf-
ficking throughout the world. They are 
forced into terrible, abusive conditions, 
whether it is work slavery or whether 
it is prostitution, forced prostitution. 

There are also young women—and 
males, too, but primarily young 
women—that are trafficked in our own 
neighborhoods for sexual servitude. As 
many as 100,000 children in the United 
States a year are at risk for sexual ex-
ploitation. And worldwide, Mr. Speak-
er, trafficking is a billion-dollar busi-
ness. It is a $32-billion business a year. 
That is just a number, but what does 
that mean? That trafficking criminal 
activity is second only to narcotics 
trafficking in the United States or in 
the world. The difference between traf-
ficking or selling drugs is that, when 
you sell drugs, the product is sold one 
time; but when you traffic young chil-
dren, the trafficker sells that young 
child numerous times, numerous times 
a day. 

And the consequences are much less 
for trafficking children than they are 
for trafficking drugs. That is another 
issue we need to resolve. But the con-
sequences are something that keeps 
this dastardly crime operating. 

Mr. Speaker, these traffickers are so 
bold that they brand these young girls 
with tattoos so that other traffickers, 
or pimps, whichever you want to call 
them, know that this property belongs 
to this trafficker. They will brand 
them somewhere on their body. 

The New York Times, Mr. Speaker, 
has reported that a girl in New York 
City was branded with a barcode so 
that her trafficker could keep up with 
her whereabouts. Barcodes. Barcodes 
are put on property. And I think this 
should be disturbing that this is hap-
pening to young children in the United 
States. 

Where do traffickers operate? They 
operate wherever there is a business. 
Unfortunately, they operate at big 
sporting events like the Super Bowl. 
New Jersey and New York have done an 
excellent job preparing for this year’s 
Super Bowl by warning parents, warn-
ing children, and warning people who 
come to New York about the issue of 
sex trafficking, especially of children. 

So what can we do? What should we 
do about this issue that is taking place 
in other countries and the United 
States? The first thing we need to do is 
to treat these children like victims 

rather than criminals. They are treat-
ed like criminals. 

When the police go out and they go 
into an area and they raid that area, 
they take these girls who are forced 
into prostitution. Many times they file 
criminal charges on them. Now, in all 
fairness to the police, there are not 
places to put trafficking victims. There 
are just not enough shelters. But they 
are treated and observed by the com-
munity as criminals as opposed to vic-
tims. So we must change the mindset 
and laws in this country to treat them 
as victims, because that is what they 
are. They are victims of criminal con-
duct. They are not criminals them-
selves. 

The second thing we need to do is to 
prosecute those that are involved, and 
that includes not just the trafficker, 
but that includes the demand, that in-
cludes the customer, that includes, as 
it is said in the trade, the john, who 
seems to get away with this miserable 
conduct. 

And the third thing we need to do is 
to raise awareness in all communities 
about this scourge. 

It is unfortunate that my hometown 
of Houston, Texas, has become a major 
hub of this crime because of our inter-
states, our ports, our airports, and our 
proximity to the southern border. So 
young girls are smuggled into this area 
of Houston and then farmed out 
throughout the United States as prop-
erty. 

Of course, it is something that people 
are aware of in our Houston commu-
nity, and law enforcement is doing a 
good job to make folks aware of this 
crime and working together to close 
these places where these young chil-
dren are trafficked. Other communities 
throughout the country are following 
the example of law enforcement—the 
media, government officials, non-
profits, churches, and communities 
working together—to stop this type of 
conduct. 

We need to be aware that it occurs. 
Denial seems to be the biggest problem 
in the United States. People I have 
talked to of all backgrounds don’t be-
lieve that this is an issue, don’t believe 
that this is a problem and do not want 
to believe that this criminal conduct is 
occurring. And it is. It is occurring 
right in the United States. 

I have recently introduced some leg-
islation along with CAROLYN MALONEY 
from New York, bipartisan legislation. 
It certainly is bipartisan if it is CARO-
LYN MALONEY, who is from New York 
and a Democrat, and, of course, I am a 
Texas Republican. We get through the 
language barrier, but we have been able 
to file this legislation that is excellent. 
It is the Justice for Victims of Traf-
ficking Act. It is also bipartisan. The 
Senate has filed our same bill over 
there. Senator CORNYN from Texas and 
Senator WYDEN from Oregon have filed 
the same bill in the Senate. 

This bill looks at this problem in a 
broad scope. Hopefully, we will pass 
this bill because it will go a long way 

to solving this problem that we have. 
What it does is it focuses first on res-
cuing the victims of the crime. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding, 
according to Shared Hope Inter-
national, that in the United States 
there are 220-plus beds for minor traf-
ficking sex victims—220-plus. That is 
all. The SPCA says there are 5,000 ani-
mal shelters in the United States, as 
there should be. 
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There are no shelters, not even that 
many shelters for the young women 
that are trafficked throughout the 
country. So we need to focus on the 
victims, take them out of the criminal 
justice system and put them in shel-
ters, and find an avenue and funds to 
do that. We need to rescue the victims. 
That is our most important job. No 
matter where that victim is from, we 
must rescue them out of that environ-
ment that they have been forced into, 
into this modern day slavery. 

What it does to create revenue—be-
cause we are always talking about 
money; where are we going to get 
money—this doesn’t create new funds, 
in the sense that it is a tax require-
ment. What it does is it allows Federal 
judges, when they have these people be-
fore them, they not only have the abil-
ity to put them in prison, where they 
should, but in similar crimes like traf-
ficking, prosecution and trafficking, 
and other types of crimes, Federal 
judges can impose a fee on the defend-
ant, and that money goes into a special 
fund that helps victims of crime. It 
gives them the resources for those shel-
ters. It gives law enforcement re-
sources to investigate this criminal 
conduct. So it makes those criminals 
pay the rent on the courthouse, pay for 
the system that they have created by 
imposing judges, imposing fines and 
fees on them, and that money is spe-
cifically used not to bring down the 
debt, but it is specifically used to help 
victims of criminal conduct. I think 
that is something that is important 
that we do. 

It also goes a little bit further, and it 
starts enforcing our punishment for 
these criminals. What I mean by that, 
the law in the country is pretty good to 
punish the trafficker, but the person 
who is getting away with all of this 
conduct is the demand. The customer 
is getting away. If there wasn’t a de-
mand, this act wouldn’t be happening, 
but the system lets that person, unfor-
tunately, get away with it. 

Now the law will be changed, if it 
passes, that the demand, the customer, 
the john, can get the same punishment 
as the trafficker. Not only that, we 
apply the RICO statute, the racket-
eering statute, to let it be used in orga-
nized crime. In other words, you have 
the hotel clerk, the cab driver, the 
pimp, the john, all working together to 
have this victim abused, and the RICO 
statute can be applied to all of those 
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people involved in that criminal con-
duct, and they can all be punished ac-
cordingly. So hold all of those individ-
uals accountable for their conduct be-
cause it is important that they be 
treated and punished for the conduct of 
sex slavery against victims of children. 

Mr. Speaker, slavery was supposed to 
end in the United States in 1865, but 
this new form of slavery deals with de-
stroying the dignity, the self-worth, 
the hope, the soul of certain people; 
women primarily, young women pri-
marily. 

If we don’t do anything else in this 
country in this congressional session, 
we need to understand that this prob-
lem, this scourge, is affecting the qual-
ity of life of people—females, young 
children. We have an obligation to res-
cue them, let them understand that we 
are on their side, and let them once 
again have some dignity, have some 
self-worth, and have some hope because 
that is what we are supposed to do in 
life, to take care of people. 

So I thank the Speaker for allowing 
me to make these comments on the 
House floor. Let’s rescue the victims, 
treat them like they should be treated, 
and then punish the traffickers and 
those that seek the demand for this, 
and treat them like they should be 
treated, and that means put them in 
the jailhouse for a long time because 
that is where they belong. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

AMERICA’S FOREIGN POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 40 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been an honor and a privilege and a 
pleasure to work with Trudi Terry here 
in the House. I really hate to see her 
retire. She has put up with me more 
times than most people have had to, 
and kept a wonderful spirit and cooper-
ative atmosphere in this body, in this 
Chamber, and I will be forever grateful. 
Thank you. I really hate to see you re-
tire. So I guess to add to the bad news 
of Trudi Terry retiring, there are other 
things going on. 

One story that hits home for me as 
someone with other friends like DANA 
ROHRABACHER and STEVE KING, who 
have met with Baloch leaders from the 
Balochistan area of Pakistan—it is the 
area where most of Pakistan’s minerals 
are located. It is an area where Paki-
stan has, for many years, terrorized the 
Baloch people, persecuted them merci-
lessly. They want the Baloch area’s 
minerals and assets to keep Pakistan 
going and basically radicalized, but 
they don’t want to let the Baloch peo-
ple live in peace. 

I proposed in a previous op-ed a cou-
ple of years ago that perhaps it is time 
to look at encouraging a new Baloch 
state, a new country of Balochistan as 

independent of Pakistan so that the 
people can live in peace, so they don’t 
have to be worried about Pakistan offi-
cials and military coming through and 
committing, really, crimes against 
these people. After I wrote that op-ed 
and included a statement that perhaps 
it is time to join in the encouragement 
for a new Balochistan state, there was 
an article in a Pakistani daily paper 
that said in essence maybe it is time to 
quit persecuting the Baloch, reach out 
to them and figure out a way to let 
them live in peace because to Pakistan 
that area was important. The op-ed 
from the Pakistan paper also indicated 
that perhaps they needed to quit fund-
ing and helping the Taliban defeat the 
Americans in Afghanistan and just 
concentrate on their own country. 
That would have been wonderful, and 
would still be. 

This story is out from the Toronto 
Sun, and it regards the Balochistan 
province in Pakistan. By the way, I 
have heard from numerous members of 
our American military and from others 
in Afghanistan that most of the sup-
plies to the Taliban are coming from 
Pakistan through the southern Baloch 
area of Pakistan, and that is why the 
thought was triggered, maybe if 
Balochistan was independent of Paki-
stan, that would cut off the supply to 
the terrorist Taliban in Afghanistan 
and would save a lot of American lives. 
Since that has been said, we have lost 
hundreds more American soldiers. 
More American blood has been shed be-
cause we have failed to neutralize the 
Taliban, and they have continued ap-
parently to grow in their efforts to 
take over Afghanistan shortly after we 
leave. 

This article, though, says: 
It would have been inconceivable that any 

U.S. official, let alone a Secretary of State, 
would host a delegation from Serbia the day 
after mass graves were discovered in 
Srebrenica in 1995. Yet on Sunday, a day 
after bullet-ridden bodies were discovered in 
suspected mass graves in Pakistan’s mili-
tary-controlled province of Balochistan, Sec-
retary of State John Kerry was toasting a 
delegation of Pakistan security officials at 
the State Department. Balochistan and 
human rights officials say 169 bodies have 
been uncovered so far. Pakistani officials put 
the number at 15. Victims and families of 
Baloch youth who have disappeared and who 
are feared to be among the decomposed bod-
ies being unearthed from the mass graves 
had hoped that Kerry would raise the issue 
with his Pakistani counterpart. 

Instead, they heard Kerry say to the Paki-
stanis, ‘‘We are really delighted to have you 
back, and I look forward to our continued 
conversation.’’ America looked the other 
way in 1971 when the Pakistan Army slaugh-
tered a million of its own citizens in what is 
now Bangladesh. 

What emerged was a country that hosted 
the mastermind of the 9/11 attacks, allowed 
Osama bin Laden to operate on its soil for 
more than a decade, and whose terrorists 
have been involved in numerous jihadi at-
tacks around the world ever since the bomb-
ings of U.S. embassies in East Africa and the 
attack on USS Cole off Yemeni waters. 

Yet America continues to give Pakistan 
billions of dollars in aid, which is then 
turned around to generate more hatred to-

ward the West and produce more jihadi ter-
rorists. 

Inserting parenthetically into this 
article is my oft-quoted statement that 
you don’t have to pay people to hate 
you; they will do it for free. We con-
tinue to send billions of dollars to na-
tions that hate us and want us gone 
from the map. They want to see us suf-
fer, and we keep sending them money 
to hate us. We can use that money 
here. We could save raising some taxes. 
We could get some roads and some of 
the infrastructure that the President 
promised if we gave him $900 billion, 
basically, in a stimulus package right 
after he took office, and that was going 
to fix all of the infrastructure, but 
maybe 6 percent of $900 billion went for 
infrastructure, and so the President is 
back out saying we have got to build 
these roads. 

I mean, we have been talking about 
this for 5 years. He has. So you didn’t 
do it with the stimulus money—why 
don’t we just save some of the billions 
that we are giving to people who hate 
us, and then we don’t help them kill 
Americans. We don’t continue, as this 
administration is doing, to assist Syr-
ian rebels who are killing Christians. 

For anyone who happens to believe 
that there is a God as reflected in the 
Bible, the question will have to be 
asked: If there is such a God as re-
flected in the Bible, which I believe, is 
it going to bode well for a Nation 
which is funding and helping nations 
that are killing, torturing, kidnapping 
Christians around the world? 
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This article goes on: 
Now the U.S. is giving the same Pakistan 

army another pass as it carries out the eth-
nic cleansing of the indigenous Baloch peo-
ple from their homeland. 

In response, the Baloch have taken up 
arms and are fighting their fifth war of inde-
pendence since 1948, when the Pakistan army 
invaded and captured the independent and 
sovereign state of Kalat. 

The article goes on. 
But the fact is we have people in this 

administration demanding that what 
they say are indigenous people—despite 
the fact that the children of Israel oc-
cupied the promised land 1,600 years or 
so, 1,700 years at least, before a man 
named Muhammad was born. There are 
people who say: Oh, but these Palestin-
ians—a name that arose as Newt Ging-
rich pointed out in the last 40 or so 
years—these Palestinians are indige-
nous, so you have got to give them 
their land. 

Yet they are not saying it about 
Balochistan. They are not saying it 
about the Baloch people that are being 
killed and persecuted by Pakistan. Oh, 
no. We are helping kill and persecute 
the Baloch people by giving aid and as-
sistance to a government that is kill-
ing and persecuting them. 

If there is a just God in the universe, 
would there not be a price for a coun-
try as powerful as the United States 
that continues to support those who 
kill, maim, torture, horrify innocent 
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people, Christians, Jews, secularists, 
and oftentimes they are even more bru-
tal to moderate Muslims that are not 
as radical as they think they should 
be? 

That is why in Egypt, for those who 
really have eyes and really have ears to 
hear, we had an incredible event last 
summer. This was the real Arab 
Spring, but it came in summer. This is 
when moderate Muslims, Christians, 
Jews, secularists rose up, some reports 
of 30 to 33 million people, larger than 
any demonstration in the history of 
the world. They rose up and said: We 
don’t want radical Islamists running 
Egypt. The radical Islamists, the Mus-
lim Brotherhood that were controlling 
Egypt—as we knew they would if they 
had election too quickly—the Muslim 
Brotherhood became desperate because 
they knew, to have a new Ottoman Em-
pire running around the Mediterranean 
that would become a worldwide caliph-
ate, they could not afford to lose Egypt 
from under their iron fist. 

So what do they do? They imme-
diately start burning down churches, 
killing Christians particularly, and so 
many others. That is why I was so en-
couraged. Over 90 percent of the people 
voting—which was a higher percentage 
than we have voting here in the United 
States—came out and voted for the 
new constitution that has been drafted 
under the chairmanship of Amr 
Moussa. 

I was very pleased that Chairman 
Moussa was willing to come on the 
Sean Hannity radio show a few weeks 
ago when I was guest hosting for Sean 
Hannity. It is really encouraging what 
is going on in Egypt by those who want 
a democratic form of government and 
who do not want terrorists running 
Egypt, who don’t want a worldwide ca-
liphate, who don’t like the goal of the 
Muslim Brotherhood, who are not as 
blind to the goal of the Muslim Broth-
erhood as the leaders of this adminis-
tration are. 

If one will just go look at one of the 
symbols used by the Muslim Brother-
hood these days, you find the crossed 
swords, the signs and wording in their 
language denoting the Muslim Brother-
hood, and that is fixed over a globe of 
the world. It is not just Egypt, Iraq, 
Iran, not just in the former Ottoman 
Empire. Oh, no. This is fixed over a 
globe that is revolving, and the United 
States of America passes under those 
swords of the Muslim Brotherhood. 

It is true that the Muslim Brother-
hood here in the United States does not 
want to utilize violence right now be-
cause they have made so much progress 
in this administration that they are 
afraid violence right now might do 
damage. Violence in Egypt, the same 
Muslim Brotherhood feels it was nec-
essary because they had just been 
caught. They had been rejected by 
moderate Muslims—the majority of 
Egyptians—and they became desperate. 
So their violence had to occur. Chris-
tians, according to these radical 
Islamist Muslim brothers, had to die. 

Once America starts figuring out 
that the goal is global caliphate—in-
cluding the United States—then they 
will be participating in horrendous vio-
lence here, as they have in other places 
in the world. 

Some of our moderate Muslim friends 
in the Middle East asked some of us 
last September: What is wrong with 
you in America? Don’t you understand? 
You call it al Qaeda, but that is really 
just an offshoot of the Muslim Brother-
hood. They are the ones that attacked 
you on 9/11/2001. These are moderate 
Muslims asking these questions. 

Why do you not understand: Yes, it 
was the Taliban, but it is really the 
Muslim brothers behind it that you 
were at war with in Afghanistan? They 
are the ones that did more killing of 
Americans in Iraq, and yet you are 
helping the Muslim Brotherhood, you 
are running to their aid and assistance; 
and in Egypt you are demanding that 
either they put the radical Islamists 
back in charge of Egypt or we are not 
going to provide them the Apache heli-
copters, the tanks, and the jets that we 
were going to provide to the Muslim 
Brother leaders of Egypt. 

They asked: What is wrong with you 
people? What are you not getting? You 
are helping the people that want to de-
stroy you. People can see that around 
the world, but here in Washington, 
D.C., it is apparently one of the hardest 
things to find and see. 

We hear people saying: Well, we real-
ly need all the people’s most private in-
formation about phone calls, every 
phone call they make; we need to have 
that as part of the government because 
one time we believe it may have 
stopped a bombing. 

Well, if this administration would do 
their homework, they wouldn’t need 
the logs of every phone call of every 
American. We could go back to what 
the Constitution does require and the 
Court should require, and that is prob-
able cause, before you start giving out 
personal information, before you let 
the government start monitoring every 
email of every person in America. 

We were promised my freshman term 
that if the PATRIOT Act were ex-
tended, specifically section 206 and 215, 
that that would only apply if someone 
were in contact with a foreign ter-
rorist, but Americans would never have 
to worry unless they were in touch 
with foreign terrorists. Then after Ed-
ward Snowden, we find out that actu-
ally what they promised was not true. 
And yes, that was during the Bush ad-
ministration. I don’t care. I don’t care 
if it was a Republican or Democrat. I 
don’t care where it started. When we 
find out it is still going on, it has got 
to stop. We are supposed to have some 
privacy in this country. 

Those Democrats that were sus-
picious of the Bush administration 
wanting that much power were right. 
Where have my friends gone now that 
it is a Democrat administration? I cer-
tainly don’t have a problem calling out 
a Republican administration when they 

are not doing the right thing. I wish 
my friends across the aisle would do 
the same thing and join me. 

What about the Boston bombing? The 
Russians took a huge risk in giving 
this administration information and 
saying: Look, Tsarnaev, this guy has 
been radicalized and you are letting 
him back in America. You are headed 
for trouble. This is a bad guy. They 
took a risk in giving us that informa-
tion because, when any country gives 
intelligence to another country, then 
sometimes it allows that country that 
gets the information to figure out how 
that other country is getting intel-
ligence just by the information they 
get. 

So now we have people here in this 
administration saying: Oh, the Rus-
sians, shame on them. They didn’t give 
us enough information. 

Are you kidding me? They told you a 
person had been radicalized. 

When I asked the Director of the FBI 
in our hearing about not even going to 
the mosque to investigate, he says, ul-
timately: Yeah, we did go to those 
mosques—and I didn’t hear it at the 
hearing. I didn’t hear it until the re-
play. And he said: Under our outreach 
program. 

Under the outreach program? Well, 
that is the FBI’s ridiculous former pro-
gram where they have special outreach 
to Muslim communities to try to be 
friends with them. It is not the FBI’s 
job to be friends with people. It is the 
FBI’s job to enforce the law and, in so 
doing, protect us. 

When Tsarnaev, the older brother, 
came back into this country from a 
place on the globe where we know 
radicalization is occurring—and as I 
understand it, he didn’t even have his 
passport; he had his legal permanent 
resident card—he wasn’t even pulled 
aside for extra questions when there 
should have been bells and whistles 
going off everywhere. The best I can 
find out, all they did, basically, was 
talk to him and his mother, and he 
said: No, I am not radicalized. 

No, my son is not radicalized. 
They didn’t go to the mosque and 

start asking questions that would tell 
them has he been reading Qutb, which 
is the author, the Muslim brother from 
the sixties that was involved in trying 
to commit assassinations and other 
terrorist activities, and he wrote a 
booklet called ‘‘Milestones’’ that 
Osama bin Laden credits with helping 
turn him radical. 

If you know about the people that 
hate you and want to destroy you, then 
you can ask intelligent questions to 
find out if someone is your enemy. But 
because of the purge of training mate-
rials at the FBI, the intelligence de-
partments, at the State Department— 
as one intelligence officer told me, we 
are blinded to our ability to see our 
enemy, because there was a young man 
named Tsarnaev who wanted to kill in-
nocent Americans at a Boston Mara-
thon and they got a heads-up from the 
Russians. They got all the information 
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right before them that they could pos-
sibly need, and we don’t even stop him 
coming into this country after he has 
been radicalized. What more did you 
need? We shouldn’t have needed a 
heads-up from the Russians. All the 
signs were there for those who have 
eyes to see and ears to hear. 

But we were so busy in our outreach 
program to a mosque that was founded 
by the Islamic Society of Boston, the 
founder of which is a man named al- 
Amoudi, who is in prison today for 24 
years, I believe, for supporting ter-
rorism, despite all the assistance he al-
legedly gave to the Clinton administra-
tion helping them find good Muslims to 
help in that administration. After 9/11, 
a couple of years or so after 9/11, it has 
been determined that he has been sup-
porting terrorism, and now he is in 
Federal prison. 

A man named al-Awlaki, who this 
President ordered a drone strike on in 
Yemen, though he was an American 
citizen, because his parents came over 
on a visa to study, had him, he is an 
American citizen. They take him back 
to Yemen. He learns to hate America, 
comes back and works on radicalizing 
Americans, except, of course, when he 
led prayers of Muslim staff members 
here on Capitol Hill. 
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Otherwise, this President determined 
that he needed to be killed without a 
trial because he radicalized Americans, 
and he was a threat to this country. al- 
Awlaki had attended the Boston 
mosque where the Tsarnaevs attended. 

I mean, how many heads-up notices 
do you need to figure out there is a 
problem, and innocent Americans are 
going to be killed and maimed as they 
were in Boston? It is time to wake up. 
Yet we get this story from Matt 
Apuzzo. The picture was from the Asso-
ciated Press, January 15: ‘‘U.S. to Ex-
pand Rules Limiting Use of Profiling 
by Federal Agents.’’ 

The Attorney General, who came 
here last night, sat here for the State 
of the Union address while he is in con-
tempt of Congress, while he is being 
lawless in not following the law and 
providing information. They wouldn’t 
even give me all of the documents that 
they provided to convicted terrorists in 
the Holy Land Foundation trial in Dal-
las. I asked repeatedly. We finally got 
a letter many months after the re-
quest, basically saying, We will give 
you the 500-or-so documents that were 
entered into evidence in the trial, and 
we have got some others you can come 
look at. 

I still don’t understand, Mr. Speaker. 
If they will give boxes and boxes of in-
formation to the terrorists who are 
convicted ultimately as terrorists, why 
can’t you give that to Members of Con-
gress? Is it because the convictions oc-
curred in 2008 under the Bush adminis-
tration? 

Then this Justice Department came 
in and stopped any further prosecu-
tions from going forward even though 

there were a couple-hundred-or-so 
named coconspirators in that case who 
were unindicted. My understanding 
from former Justice Department folks 
is that the plan was, if they could get 
the first convictions, then they would 
move forward with more and continue 
to follow up until they got this net-
work that was allegedly supporting 
terrorism. We know five of them were 
supporting terrorism. 

Could it be that this Justice Depart-
ment doesn’t want us to see all of the 
documents that they provided to the 
terrorists that actually show they are 
terrorists? Could that be the reason 
they don’t want Members of Congress 
to see? 

It is because then we might realize, 
wow, they convicted those five in 2008 
under President Bush. They could sure-
ly have gotten a lot more convictions if 
they had just used this same evidence. 
Oh, sure. Congressman GOHMERT, come 
over here, and we will show you some 
of the documents. We will let you see 
some of the electronic versions. 

You gave them to terrorists for heav-
en’s sakes. You can’t give them to me 
so I can look at them in my office? It 
is unbelievable what is going on here. 

Then there is a story from Kerry 
Picket from Breitbart. The story 
starts: 

Senator Dianne Feinstein—a Democrat 
from California, chairman of the Senate Se-
lect Intelligence Committee—told Breitbart 
News on Monday that she did not know a 
CIA annex existed in Benghazi, Libya, before 
the deadly September 2012 attack—which 
took the lives of four Americans—on the 
U.S. compound happened. Feinstein could 
also not confirm if other Members of Con-
gress knew about the CIA annex prior to the 
attack. 

Senator FEINSTEIN and I disagree on 
many things, but I know she wants 
what is best for America even though 
we have staunch political disagree-
ments on how we do that and what that 
is. My understanding is that, with any-
thing of that nature, it would have 
been required that the Super 8, as they 
are sometimes referred to, would be 
briefed—the top Republican and Demo-
crat on the Intelligence Committee in 
the House and in the Senate and the 
Republican leader in the House and the 
Democratic leader in the House and the 
Democratic leader in the Senate and 
the Republican leader in the Senate. 
Yet Senator FEINSTEIN said, I didn’t 
know there was a CIA annex at the 
Benghazi consulate. 

What else is this administration 
doing to help rebels, who include al 
Qaeda—as it did in Libya? What else is 
it doing that it is not following the law 
and briefing the people who are re-
quired to be briefed in Congress? 

I heard the President, who was stand-
ing right here last night, get applause 
when he, in essence, says, If Congress 
doesn’t change the law, then I will do 
it—and he got applause. To thinking 
people, when you hear somebody say, 
‘‘if Congress doesn’t do what is nec-
essary,’’ which is required by the Con-
stitution, ‘‘I will do it,’’ it sounds like 

I am going to chuck the Constitution 
and do what I think is best. 

Now, I have read about those situa-
tions, of countries that had a fair and 
representative form of government. 
Ancient Greece and ancient Rome had 
senates that were somewhat represent-
ative. There have been types of rep-
resentative governments, and you 
would always find that, eventually, 
people had that desire for one rock 
solid leader. They would get tired of 
the disagreements because, as one of 
the English leaders had said—and it 
may have been Churchill—democracy 
is the worst form of government except 
for all of the others. It isn’t a pretty 
thing to watch, as has been said. It is 
like watching sausage being made. Yet 
when you strip away the checks and 
balances that the Founders put in 
place to keep one executive officer 
from just doing whatever he wanted, 
then you don’t have a democratic Re-
public as we are supposed to have; you 
have one man making the rules or one 
woman making the rules. It is time 
America woke up and realized their 
constitutional rights are at severe risk, 
and we are at risk as a result. 

I wanted to mention something else 
that happened here at the State of the 
Union. A wonderful young man got the 
longest, best applause of the evening 
here as the President recognized Cory 
sitting up there. 

In addition to Cory—the hero that 
that dear man is—I could see other uni-
formed people. In fact, there were some 
uniformed people up in that section up 
there, one of whom was not Cory but 
was Alonzo. The President didn’t rec-
ognize Alonzo because Alonzo was a 
staff sergeant at Fort Hood. With Nidal 
Hasan, people kept looking the other 
way. They kept giving him good officer 
evaluation reports because they didn’t 
want to be deemed to be profiling or 
doing something that was considered 
racist when the man made clear over 
and over that he was going to have to 
take action—violent action—against 
his country if they tried to ship him 
over and order him to fight Muslims 
overseas. 

I did not get to meet Alonzo last 
night. I looked up and waved a few 
times, but I have great respect for that 
man, and he deserves so much better 
than he has been treated. He was shot 
six times; and apparently, while he is 
lying with six bullets in him, he real-
izes, as the shooting continues by 
Major Hasan, that he is not going to be 
able to pass off as dead because he is 
sweating profusely. As he says, dead 
people don’t sweat, so he figured he had 
better get out of there, as I understand, 
and he took off. That is when he got 
shot and lost one of his eyes. 

This administration has prevented 
Alonzo from getting the benefits he de-
serves because of an act of war, an act 
of terrorism. He is not even considered 
at the level of the 9/11 victims. He 
heard, Allah akbar, and he knew it was 
not going to go well. Everybody who 
heard that radical Islamist yell before 
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the murders began knew this was not 
workplace violence, that this wasn’t a 
postal employee going postal. This was 
a radical Islamist who was carrying 
out a war against what they consider 
to be infidels in America. They deserve 
to be treated as victims of an act of 
war—an act against them as uniformed 
military—and to get the benefits com-
ing to them. That is what should have 
happened. 

We heard the references last night to 
health care, and it kind of sounded like 
applause started when he was talking 
about how they were helping to reform 
health care, and then it died so quickly 
they must have realized, ooh, I don’t 
want to be on camera clapping for the 
reform of health care when people are 
hurting across America who have lost 
their insurance—people like me, who 
liked my insurance, but ObamaCare 
said your insurance policy is not good 
enough. So I lost it. Thank you very 
much. There are people in really tough 
shape around America who deserve bet-
ter health care than what ObamaCare 
is doing to them. 

There were so many things in the 
State of the Union address. He was 
talking about raising the minimum 
wage with Federal contractors with a 
stroke of the pen. I mean, how many 
other laws does the President want to 
pass with a stroke of the pen? It is not 
constitutional to make laws with one 
man’s pen. That is not the democratic 
Republic we are supposed to be. There 
was even, it sounded like, some snick-
ering when he said that. He didn’t talk 
about the millions who have lost their 
insurance as a result of ObamaCare. If 
it were only about trying to ensure the 
30 million people who reportedly didn’t 
have health insurance—they had 
health care; they didn’t have insur-
ance—then let’s direct it at those. 
Let’s don’t take millions and millions 
of Americans’ insurance away in the 
process. 

As far as illegal immigration, one of 
the newspapers in my district—Long-
view—had an article, an op-ed, in 
which they were saying I was opposed 
to immigration reform. Obviously, 
they read left-wing blogs and don’t 
read and talk to me and understand 
what I have said repeatedly. 

We desperately need immigration re-
form in America, but every time any-
body here starts talking about legal 
status—amnesty—the ICE agents and 
the ICE union representatives tell us 
repeatedly that more people try to 
rush into the United States, that more 
people die trying to come across the 
desert, that more people fall into 
human trafficking and a horrible life. 
My position has been clear for anyone 
who cares to see or hear, and it is sup-
ported by so many other Republicans. 

Mr. President has the money; he has 
got the wherewithal; he has got the 
manpower to secure our border. As 
soon as it is secured, as verified by the 
border States, we will come to an im-
migration reform bill so fast that peo-
ple won’t be able to believe it; but until 

the President enforces existing law, 
there is no sense in talking about it 
and luring more people to their deaths, 
more people in here. Control the bor-
der. Secure it. Don’t close it. We need 
that water continuing to flow into this 
pond, but secure it so we know who is 
coming in, and when people are here 
without valid visas, we need to pick 
them up. 

b 1230 

Nearly 40 to 50 percent of the people 
that are here illegally came legally and 
overstayed their visas. Enforce the 
visas. 

And so when a guy has been 
radicalized, do your homework. Don’t 
let Tsarnaev back in when he doesn’t 
have a passport and there are all kinds 
of indications he is now a terrorist. 
Don’t let him in. We could have done 
without that one. 

Secure the border. We will get an im-
migration bill done immediately after 
that. But before that, there is no rea-
son to expect the President will ever 
secure the border. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. WESTMORELAND (at the request of 
Mr. CANTOR) for today on account of 
medical reasons and weather. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 31 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Friday, January 
31, 2014, at 3 p.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

4597. A letter from the Chief Counsel, 
FEMA, Department of Homeland Security, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Suspension of Community Eligibility [Dock-
et ID: FEMA-2013-0002] [Internal Agency 
Docket No.: FEMA-8315] received January 10, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

4598. A letter from the Regulatory Spe-
cialist, LRA, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Appraisals for Higher-Priced Mortgage Loans 
[Docket No.: OCC-2013-0009] (RIN: 1557-AD70) 
received January 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

4599. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s final rule — Registration 
of Municipal Advisors; Temporary Stay of 
Final Rule [Release No.: 34-71288; File No. S7- 
45-10] (RIN: 3235-AK86) received January 16, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

4600. A letter from the Program Manager, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 

transmitting the Department’s ‘‘Major’’ 
final rule — Medicaid Program; State Plan 
Home and Community-Based Services, 5- 
Year Period for Waivers, Provider Payment 
Reassignment, and Home and Community- 
Based Setting Requirements for Community 
First Choice and Home and Community- 
Based Services (HCBS) Waivers [CMS-2249-F; 
CMS-2296-F] (RIN: 0938-AO53; 0938-AP61) re-
ceived January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

4601. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Export Enforcement, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Control of Military Training 
Equipment, Energetic Materials, Personal 
Protective Equipment, Shelters, Articles Re-
lated to Launch Vehicles, Missiles, Rockets, 
Military Explosives, and Related Items 
[Docket No.: 120201082-3709-02] (RIN: 0694- 
AF58) received January 15, 2014, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

4602. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Export Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Removal of Person from the En-
tity List Based on a Removal Request [Dock-
et No.: 131121982-3982-01] (RIN: 0694-AG03) re-
ceived January 10, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

4603. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Fisheries 
of the Northeastern United States; North-
east Multispecies Fishery; Final Rule to 
Allow Northeast Multispecies Sector Vessels 
Access to Year-Round Closed Areas [Docket 
No.: 130319263-3823-02] (RIN: 0648-BD090) re-
ceived January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4604. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation 
of Pacific Cod in the Western Regulatory 
Area of the Gulf of Alaska Management Area 
[Docket No.: 120918468-3111-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XC975) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

4605. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Reallocation 
of Pacific Cod in the Central Regulatory 
Area of the Gulf of Alaska Management Area 
[Docket No.: 120918468-3111-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XC976) received January 13, 2014, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

4606. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Summer Flounder 
Fishery; Commercial Quota Available for the 
State of New Jersey [Docket No.: 111220786- 
1781-01] (RIN: 0648-XD012) received January 
13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

4607. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Summer Flounder 
Fishery; Quota Transfer [Docket No.: 
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121009528-2729-02] (RIN: 0648-XD025) received 
January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4608. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Carib-
bean, Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; 
Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Clo-
sure of the 2014 Gulf of Mexico Recreational 
Season for Red Snapper [Docket No.: 
130212129-3474-02] (RIN: 0648-XC967) received 
January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4609. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Summer Flounder 
Fishery; Quota Transfer [Docket No.: 
121009528-2729-02] (RIN: 0648-XD021) received 
January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4610. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Northeast Multispe-
cies Fishery; Trimester Closure for the Com-
mon Pool Fishery [Docket No.: 120109034- 
2171-01] (RIN: 0648-XD024) received January 
13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

4611. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Annual Catch 
Limits and Accountability Measures [Docket 
No.: 130702583-3999-02] (RIN: 0648-BD40) re-
ceived January 13, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4612. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Atlantic Highly Migra-
tory Species; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna Fish-
eries [Docket No.: 130214139-3542-02] (RIN: 
0648-XD027) received January 13, 2014, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Natural Resources. 

4613. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act Provisions; Fisheries of the 
Northeastern United States; Extension of 
Emergency Fishery Closure Due to the Pres-
ence of the Toxin That Causes Paralytic 
Shellfish Poisoning [Docket No.: 131212999- 
3999-01] (RIN: 0648-BD84) received January 13, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

4614. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Several Groundfish Species 
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Man-
agement Area [Docket No.: 121018563-3148-02] 
(RIN: 0648-XD028) received January 10, 2014, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

4615. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 

the Administration’s final rule — Taking 
and Importing Marine Mammals; Taking Ma-
rine Mammals Incidental to Operation of 
Offshore Oil and Gas Facilities in the U.S. 
Beaufort Sea [Docket No.: 100217096-1059-02] 
(RIN: 0648-AY63) received January 15, 2014, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

4616. A letter from the Branch Chief, Publi-
cations and Regulations, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Service’s final 
rule — Exclusion of gain from sale of prin-
cipal residence (Rev. Rul. 2014-2) received 
January 14, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2798. A bill to 
amend Public Law 106–206 to direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Agriculture to require annual permits and 
assess annual fees for commercial filming ac-
tivities on Federal land for film crews of 5 
persons or fewer (Rept. 113–335, Pt. 1). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee 
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2799. A bill to es-
tablish the Wildlife and Hunting Heritage 
Conservation Council Advisory Committee 
to advise the Secretaries of the Interior and 
Agriculture on wildlife and habitat conserva-
tion, hunting, recreational shooting, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
113–336, Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on Agriculture discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 2798 
referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on Agriculture discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 2799 
referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 
H.R. 3958. A bill to provide for a one-year 

extension of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs pilot program on assisted living serv-
ices for veterans with traumatic brain in-
jury; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. BONAMICI (for herself and Mr. 
KILDEE): 

H.R. 3959. A bill to establish a Pay It For-
ward model for funding postsecondary edu-
cation; to the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: 
H.R. 3960. A bill to provide for an exchange 

of administrative jurisdiction between the 
Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of 
Agriculture involving certain Federal prop-
erty administered as part of the Chattahoo-
chee National Forest, but permitted to the 
Secretary of the Army for Camp Frank D. 
Merrill, and certain Army Corps of Engineers 

property adjacent to Lake Lanier in Gaines-
ville, Georgia; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, and in addition to the Committees 
on Transportation and Infrastructure, and 
Armed Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 
H.R. 3961. A bill to provide Israel a license 

exception to the Export Administration Reg-
ulations currently made available to 36 other 
nations; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. DAINES: 
H.R. 3962. A bill to amend the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to en-
sure that amounts are made available for 
projects to provide recreational public ac-
cess, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HUFFMAN (for himself and Mr. 
CONNOLLY): 

H.R. 3963. A bill to provide for the upgrade 
of the vehicle fleet of the United States 
Postal Service, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. VALADAO (for himself, Mr. 
LAMALFA, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. 
COOK, Mr. DENHAM, Mr. NUNES, Mr. 
MCCARTHY of California, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
ISSA, and Mr. HUNTER): 

H.R. 3964. A bill to address certain water- 
related concerns in the Sacramento-San Joa-
quin Valley, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 
H.R. 3965. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to exclude major profes-
sional sports leagues from qualifying as tax- 
exempt organizations; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
SABLAN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
GRAYSON, and Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 3966. A bill to amend titles XVIII and 
XIX of the Social Security Act to provide for 
equitable treatment of residents of the terri-
tories with respect to low-income subsidies 
under the Medicare prescription drug benefit 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself and Mr. 
GRAYSON): 

H.R. 3967. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the increased 
limitation on the cover over of the tax on 
distilled spirits to Puerto Rico and the Vir-
gin Islands; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI (for himself and Mr. 
GRAYSON): 

H.R. 3968. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the deduction al-
lowable with respect to income attributable 
to domestic production activities in Puerto 
Rico; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio (for himself 
and Mr. BRALEY of Iowa): 

H.R. 3969. A bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to prevent the 
abuse of dextromethorphan, and for other 
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purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. DOGGETT: 
H.R. 3970. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to expand the denial of de-
duction for certain excessive employee remu-
neration, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr. 
FARR, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. LANGEVIN, 
and Mr. CONYERS): 

H.R. 3971. A bill to authorize a national 
grant program for on-the-job training; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself and Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia): 

H.R. 3972. A bill to prohibit discrimination 
in employment on the basis of an individ-
ual’s status or history of unemployment; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

By Mr. DESANTIS (for himself, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. 
CHABOT, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. SALMON, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, Mr. STEWART, Mr. 
WEBER of Texas, Mr. POSEY, Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. 
MASSIE, Mr. LAMALFA, Mrs. LUMMIS, 
Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. 
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. 
SCHWEIKERT, Mr. LANKFORD, and Mr. 
STUTZMAN): 

H.R. 3973. A bill to amend section 530D of 
title 28, United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 
H.R. 3974. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to improve the TRICARE Pro-
gram for adult children of members and 
former members of the uniformed services, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. OWENS: 
H.R. 3975. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to provide coverage for 
low vision devices under Medicare, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. RUIZ (for himself, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. STEWART, Mr. HORSFORD, 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mrs. NOEM, Mr. ISRAEL, 
Mr. BENISHEK, Ms. CHU, Ms. SHEA- 
PORTER, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. WALZ, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. BEN RAY 
LUJÁN of New Mexico, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. TAKANO, and Mr. 
KIND): 

H.R. 3976. A bill to provide for a lifetime 
National Recreational Pass for any veteran 
with a service-connected disability, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources, and in addition to the Committee 
on Agriculture, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SALMON: 
H.R. 3977. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow 529 tuition pro-
grams with respect to elementary and sec-
ondary education expenses; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. CARSON 
of Indiana, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART): 

H.R. 3978. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to establish a pedestrian 
and bicycle infrastructure credit assistance 
pilot program, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Ms. JENKINS (for herself and Mr. 
POMPEO): 

H. Con. Res. 79. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the 155th anniversary of the House 
of Representatives’ rejection of the 
Lecompton Constitution of the Territory of 
Kansas; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself and Ms. 
LEE of California): 

H. Con. Res. 80. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing support for designation of January 
2014 as ‘‘National Blood Donor Month’’; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself 
and Mr. SERRANO): 

H. Res. 466. A resolution supporting a mor-
atorium on the sale of historic post office 
buildings; to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

By Mr. HOLT (for himself, Mr. HIMES, 
and Mr. HONDA): 

H. Res. 467. A resolution expressing support 
for designation of February 12, 2014, as ‘‘Dar-
win Day’’ and recognizing the importance of 
science in the betterment of humanity; to 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology. 

By Mr. LOWENTHAL (for himself, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, and Ms. 
ESTY): 

H. Res. 468. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
gun violence is a public health issue and 
Congress should enact by the end of the 113th 
Congress comprehensive Federal legislation 
that protects the Second Amendment and 
keeps communities safe and healthy, includ-
ing expanding enforceable background 
checks for all commercial gun sales, improv-
ing the mental health system in the United 
States, and making gun trafficking and 
straw purchasing a Federal crime; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, and Mr. SARBANES): 

H. Res. 469. A resolution supporting the 
scope and objectives of Greece’s Presidency 
of the Council of the European Union; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. BROUN of Georgia: 
H.R. 3958. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution (Clauses 12, 13, 14, and 16), 
which grants Congress the power to raise and 
support an Army; to provide and maintain a 
Navy; to make rules for the government and 
regulation of the land and naval forces; and 

to provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the militia. 

By Ms. BONAMICI: 
H.R. 3959. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: 
H.R. 3960. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article IV, § 3, Clause 2, The Congress shall 

have Power to dispose of and make all need-
ful Rules and Regulations respecting the 
Territory or other Property belonging to the 
United States. 

By Mr. GRAYSON: 
H.R. 3961. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, of the U.S. Constitu-

tion 
By Mr. DAINES: 

H.R. 3962. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. HUFFMAN: 
H.R. 3963. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 7 of section 8 of article I of the Con-

stitution. 
By Mr. VALADAO: 

H.R. 3964. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clauses 1, 3, and 18 of section 8 and clause 

7 of section 9 of article I, of the Constitution 
of the United States. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 
H.R. 3965. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 US Constitution 

By Mr. PIERLUISI: 
H.R. 3966. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority on which this 

bill rests is the power of the Congress to pro-
vide for the general welfare of the United 
States, as enumerated in Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 1 of the United States Constitution; 
to make all laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into execution such 
power, as enumerated in Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 18 of the Constitution; and to make 
rules and regulations respecting the U.S. ter-
ritories, as enumerated in Article IV, Sec-
tion 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI: 
H.R. 3967. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority on which this 

bill rests is the power of the Congress to lay 
and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises 
and to provide for the general welfare of the 
United States, as enumerated in Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Con-
stitution; to make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into execu-
tion such power, as enumerated in Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 18 of the Constitution; and 
to make rules and regulations respecting the 
U.S. territories, as enumerated in Article IV, 
Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. PIERLUISI: 
H.R. 3968. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority on which this 

bill rests is the power of the Congress to lay 
and collect taxes, duties, imposts and excises 
and to provide for the general welfare of the 
United States, as enumerated in Article I, 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the United States Con-
stitution; to make all laws which shall be 
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necessary and proper for carrying into execu-
tion such power, as enumerated in Article 1, 
Section 8, Clause 18 of the Constitution; and 
to make rules and regulations respecting the 
U.S. territories, as enumerated in Article IV, 
Section 3, Clause 2 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio: 
H.R. 3969. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 

States Constitution 
By Mr. DOGGETT: 

H.R. 3970. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 

United States Constitution. 
By Mr. CROWLEY: 

H.R. 3971. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: 
‘‘Congress shall have Power To [. . .] pro-

vide for the common Defence and general 
Welfare of the United States . . .’’ 

By Ms. DELAURO: 
H.R. 3972. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 

Constitution 
By Mr. DESANTIS: 

H.R. 3973. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 

H.R. 3974. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 
‘‘. . . and provide for the common defense 

and general welfare of the United States 
. . .’’ 

‘‘. . . to make all Laws which shall be nec-
essary and proper for carrying into execution 
the foregoing powers . . .’’ 

This legislation seeks to extend the 
TRICARE eligibility of military dependent 
children to age 26. Therefore, it will affect 
the common defense and general welfare of 
the United States. 

By Mr. OWENS: 
H.R. 3975. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. RUIZ: 
H.R. 3976. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the 

Constitution 
By Mr. SALMON: 

H.R. 3977. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Section 8, Clause 1 of the U.S. Constitution 

as well as the 16th Amendment. 
By Mr. SIRES: 

H.R. 3978. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article 1, Section 
8 of the United States Constitution. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 38: Mr. HANNA and Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 164: Mr. WELCH, Mr. FORTENBERRY, 

and Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 352: Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 455: Mr. NOLAN and Ms. SHEA-PORTER. 
H.R. 477: Mr. DESJARLAIS. 
H.R. 543: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
H.R. 609: Mrs. BUSTOS. 
H.R. 658: Mrs. ELLMERS. 
H.R. 666: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
H.R. 676: Mrs. NEGRETE MCLEOD. 
H.R. 721: Mr. JOYCE. 
H.R. 831: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. VIS-

CLOSKY. 
H.R. 863: Ms. EDWARDS, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. 

KING of New York, Ms. DELBENE, and Mrs. 
MCCARTHY of New York. 

H.R. 942: Ms. DELBENE and Mr. CART-
WRIGHT. 

H.R. 1000: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 1010: Mr. POLIS and Mr. GALLEGO. 
H.R. 1339: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1397: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1462: Mr. RUNYAN. 
H.R. 1554: Ms. PINGREE of Maine. 
H.R. 1593: Mr. VEASEY. 
H.R. 1690: Mr. MCINTYRE. 
H.R. 1717: Mrs. BACHMANN. 
H.R. 1774: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1835: Ms. KUSTER. 
H.R. 1984: Mr. GUTHRIE. 
H.R. 2037: Mrs. NAPOLITANO. 
H.R. 2149: Mr. O’ROURKE and Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 2195: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 2220: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 2291: Mr. KING of New York, Ms. 

SCHWARTZ, Mr. PERLMUTTER, and Mr. GRIMM. 
H.R. 2333: Mr. HECK of Washington and Mr. 

SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 2429: Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. GUTH-

RIE, and Mr. COFFMAN. 
H.R. 2475: Mr. PETERS of California. 
H.R. 2511: Mr. BENTIVOLIO. 
H.R. 2553: Ms. KAPTUR. 
H.R. 2566: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 2567: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 2607: Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. MCGOVERN, 

and Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 2682: Mr. COFFMAN. 
H.R. 2692: Mr. CARSON of Indiana and Mr. 

JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.R. 2841: Mr. BENTIVOLIO. 
H.R. 2863: Ms. LEE of California, Ms. NOR-

TON, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Mr. AL GREEN 
of Texas, Mr. RUSH, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, and Mr. RICHMOND. 

H.R. 2955: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 3086: Mr. HARPER, Ms. KUSTER, and 

Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 3097: Mr. HIMES. 
H.R. 3116: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 3179: Mr. GUTHRIE. 
H.R. 3243: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 3334: Ms. TITUS and Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 3361: Mr. LYNCH. 
H.R. 3395: Mr. CAPUANO. 
H.R. 3486: Mr. COFFMAN. 
H.R. 3494: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. LEE of Cali-

fornia, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. LOWENTHAL. 
H.R. 3505: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. BISHOP 

of Georgia. 
H.R. 3530: Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 
H.R. 3549: Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. BISHOP of 

Utah, Mr. BRADY of Texas, and Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee. 

H.R. 3555: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. BISHOP of 
Georgia, Mr. COSTA, Mr. CUELLAR, and Mr. 
GALLEGO. 

H.R. 3578: Mr. ROSKAM and Mr. COBLE. 
H.R. 3635: Mr. DUFFY, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 

HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. 
LATTA, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. COBLE, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. LANCE, Mr. SOUTHERLAND, 
Mr. CULBERSON, Mr. COTTON, Mr. MARCHANT, 
and Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 3689: Mr. LATTA and Mrs. HARTZLER. 
H.R. 3717: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 

DENT. 
H.R. 3722: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee and Mr. 

GUTHRIE. 
H.R. 3724: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 3725: Mr. HONDA and Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 3732: Mr. WOMACK. 
H.R. 3870: Ms. CHU and Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 3891: Mr. HECK of Nevada. 
H.R. 3896: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 3899: Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. COOPER, and 

Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 3902: Mr. RUSH. 
H.R. 3912: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.J. Res. 56: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. 

SARBANES, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, and Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. 

H. Con. Res. 27: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
H. Res. 19: Mr. BUTTERFIELD. 
H. Res. 447: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. PAS-

CRELL. 
H. Res. 457: Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. SPEIER, and 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS, LIM-
ITED TAX BENEFITS, OR LIM-
ITED TARIFF BENEFITS 

Under clause 9 of rule XXI, lists or 
statements on congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff 
benefits were submitted as follows: 

OFFERED BY MR. HASTINGS OF WASHINGTON 

H.R. 3590, the Sportsmen’s Heritage and 
Recreational Enhancement Act of 2013, does 
not contain any congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 of House rule XXI. 

OFFERED BY MR. SHUSTER 

H.R. 3590, does not contain any congres-
sional earmarks, limited tax benefits, or lim-
ited tariff benefits as defined in clause 9 of 
rule XXI. 

OFFERED BY MR. GOODLATTE 

The provisions that warranted a referral to 
the Committee on Judiciary in H.R. 3590 do 
not contain any congressional earmarks, 
limited tax benefits, or limited tariff bene-
fits as defined in clause 9 of rule XXI. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1635: Ms. BASS. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable ED-
WARD J. MARKEY, a Senator from the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, ultimate judge of the 

universe, You have been our dwelling 
place in all generations, and we are 
sustained by Your steadfast love. 
Today, surround our Senators with the 
shield of Your favor as they labor to 
keep America strong. Lord, teach them 
to be obedient to Your commands, 
doing Your good will as Your presence 
fills them with joy. Manifest Your 
power through their labors so that this 
Nation will be exalted by righteous-
ness. Help our Senators to put their 
trust in You and to recapture their 
trust in one another as Your angels 
guard them in all their ways. 

We pray in Your strong Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge 
of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. LEAHY). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, January 29, 2014. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable EDWARD J. MARKEY, a 

Senator from the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

PATRICK J. LEAHY, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MARKEY thereupon assumed the 
Chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

IMPROVING THE PROVISION OF 
MEDICAL SERVICES AND BENE-
FITS TO VETERANS—MOTION TO 
PROCEED 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now move 
to proceed to Calendar No. 297, S. 1950. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 297, S. 

1950, a bill to improve the provision of med-
ical services and benefits to veterans, and for 
other purposes. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I was happy 
to move this on behalf of Chairman 
SANDERS, who has put together this bill 
which is supported by 25 different serv-
ice organizations. 

Following my remarks this morning 
and those of the Republican leader, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 1 hour, with the majority 
controlling the first half and Repub-
licans the final half. 

Following morning business, the Sen-
ate will begin consideration of S. 1926, 
the flood insurance legislation. 

We were able to reach an agreement 
for several amendments. All amend-
ments must be offered by 3 p.m. today. 

Multiple rollcall votes are possible 
today. Senators will be notified when 
these votes are scheduled. 

OUR ECONOMY 

Mr. President, over the last 45 
months America’s private sector has 

added more than 8 million jobs. We 
heard that from the President last 
night. The stock market has soared. 
Productivity has never in the history 
of our country been higher, and Ameri-
cans have even started building and 
buying homes again. But while the 
economy is gaining momentum, for far 
too many Americans the hopeful head-
lines don’t match the grim reality. 

For the last decades middle-class 
Americans have seen their paychecks 
shrink even as corporate profits climb 
and the wealthiest are doing better and 
better. As the President said last 
night, there is nothing wrong with peo-
ple making money. We are all happy 
they are doing well. But the average 
CEO’s income is multiplied 250 times, 
and the people who work for that CEO 
are making less and less every year. 
That has happened during the last 
years. The richest 1 percent have had 
their wealth increased by three times 
while during that same period of time 
the middle class has had its earning ca-
pacity drop 10 percent. Average Ameri-
cans are working even longer and hard-
er than they were 30 years ago and re-
ceiving less in the way of remunera-
tion. 

The difference is this. Their hard 
work isn’t paying off the way it used 
to. We must change that, and we can 
change that. It is not too late to ensure 
that Americans’ success is determined 
by the strength of their spirit instead 
of the size of their bank account. 

Fifty years ago, in his first State of 
the Union Address, Lyndon Johnson de-
clared unconditional war on poverty. 
We have seen a lot of news accounts on 
that anniversary during the last month 
or so. But here is what Lyndon John-
son said 50 years ago: 

Unfortunately, many Americans live on 
the outskirts of hope . . . because of their 
poverty. . . . Our task is to help replace 
their despair with opportunity. 

Thanks to the innovative programs 
created five decades ago, including 
Medicare and school lunch programs, 
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the poverty rate has fallen 40 percent 
since the 1960s. But there is so much 
work to do. 

The 67 richest Americans’ net worth 
increased $2 billion on average last 
year. But during that same time, 1 mil-
lion more American children dropped 
into poverty. 

So there is much more to do. Too 
many American families still live on 
the outskirts of hope, struggling to 
survive, and falling well short of the 
American dream. 

Last night President Obama laid out 
a plan to breathe new life into this 
country’s struggling middle class. The 
President charted a course to build on 
the economic progress we have made 
over the last 45 months and to guar-
antee that progress is felt by every 
hard-working American. He challenged 
us—the Congress—to work with him to 
replace despair with opportunity. 
President Obama called for common-
sense investments in our future—in-
vestments that have been deferred for 
too long. 

If America hopes to rebuild and 
maintain a world-class economy, we 
must build the 21st century infrastruc-
ture to support that economy and a 
cutting-edge energy supply to power it. 
We must prepare today’s students for 
tomorrow’s jobs by ensuring a higher 
education is within reach for every 
promising student. We must give small 
businesses and manufacturers the sup-
port they need to thrive, and we must 
ensure every American earns a living 
wage during their working years and 
has the opportunity to retire com-
fortably. 

I support the President’s action to 
raise the minimum wage for private 
contractors who do work for the gov-
ernment, such as janitors, food servers, 
dish washers, and construction work-
ers. But no American working a full- 
time job should live in poverty, and 
Congress must act to raise the min-
imum wage for all our Nation’s work-
ers. 

A strong middle class—and an oppor-
tunity for every American to enter 
that middle class—is the key to this 
Nation’s prosperity. 

Last night the President also asked 
us to renew our commitment to the 
principles on which this country was 
founded—the principles which made 
this country great: Fairness—basic 
fairness. We must make certain that 
every American, regardless of gender, 
sexual orientation, race or income, has 
the opportunity to a full and equal par-
ticipation in the workplace. 

There are no guarantees in life. Not 
everyone succeeds. But every American 
deserves a fair shot at that success. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

wish to say a word this morning about 
the President’s State of the Union 
speech. Let me say that I think Con-

gresswoman MCMORRIS RODGERS did a 
great job representing our party and 
the people of Washington State’s Fifth 
District last night. 

Frankly, I wish the President had 
laid out an agenda half as hopeful as 
the one she did because the State of 
the Union address is always an impor-
tant moment for our country. It is an 
opportunity for the two parties to 
come together with the President, 
members of the Supreme Court, and 
other government officials to show a 
kind of unity even in the midst of the 
great debates we have here every single 
day. It is a worthy tradition. 

Last night the President had a real 
chance to unite the Nation around a 
forward-looking agenda. He had a huge 
opportunity to reach to the middle and 
chart a new path—at a time when near-
ly 70 percent of Americans say the 
country is either stagnant or worse off 
now than when the President took of-
fice—that we are on the wrong path. It 
could have been a legacy-making mo-
ment. Instead, it was the same tired 
boilerplate we hear year after year. 

When you peel back all the adjectives 
and the anecdotes, all the platitudes 
and nods to the left, what remains for 
the middle class? Largely, the same 
tired policies that led us to this point— 
the same failed agenda with its legacy 
of stagnant unemployment, lower in-
comes, growing inequality, and crum-
bling pathways to the future. The only 
difference is that now the President 
wants to keep doing the same old 
thing, but without as much input from 
the people’s elected representatives in 
Congress. 

It is basically all of the same poli-
cies, less of that pesky democratic ac-
countability. The President didn’t talk 
about embracing a positive new agenda 
last night. He didn’t talk about reform-
ing our Tax Code in a way that would 
drive private-sector growth and job 
creation. He didn’t talk about finding 
serious ways to start reducing a mas-
sive $17 trillion debt that threatens to 
suffocate our economy and crush the 
dreams of our children. He didn’t talk 
about saving Social Security and Medi-
care or about streamlining and slim-
ming the size of government or about 
setting America’s entrepreneurs and 
small businesses free to dream and to 
succeed. 

As for energy, the President plans 
seems to boil down to more regulation 
and new taxes on energy production. 

For all of his talk of phones and pens, 
he didn’t even mention using his pen to 
sign off on the Keystone Pipeline. It is 
the single, simplest action he could 
have taken to create jobs soon, and it 
is actually a project which would cre-
ate jobs right away. It still can, if the 
President will just lead. Unions sup-
port it; powerful members of his own 
party support it. The American people 
overwhelmingly support it. But there 
is one small group that doesn’t support 
it: Special interests on the far left. The 
special interests on the far left won 
last night, and the middle class lost. 

There is another big issue where the 
President turned his back on the mid-
dle class, and that of course is 
ObamaCare. The State of the Union 
was the President’s opportunity to fi-
nally admit his mistakes and the pain-
ful consequences which have affected 
so many in Kentucky and around the 
country. It was a chance to call for a 
fresh, bipartisan beginning and to start 
over with true health reform that 
could really help middle-class families. 
Instead, he simply doubled down on 
failed policies. 

I know he tried to paint a rosy pic-
ture of life under this law in his speech, 
and I suppose that is natural. But he 
must know it is not a picture that re-
flects reality. He must know that 
Americans suffering under this law 
aren’t going to buy the spin, and he 
must know that trying to sell Ken-
tucky’s ObamaCare bureaucracy as 
some kind of success story is, to the 
thousands and thousands of Kentuck-
ians being hurt by it—well, it is, frank-
ly, insulting. 

It is insulting to the quarter-million 
Kentuckians who have had their plans 
canceled because of this law. It is in-
sulting to the families struggling to af-
ford premiums that have on average in-
creased by almost half across Ken-
tucky. It is insulting to the taxpayers 
who have been forced to subsidize—to 
the tune of about $250 million in Ken-
tucky alone—ObamaCare’s restricted 
access to doctors and hospitals. It has 
a crushing effect on families and sky-
rocketing costs. 

So look. It is clear. President Obama 
missed the mark last night. 

On some issues he actually said the 
right things, such as on Trade Pro-
motion Authority. That is a place 
where we can work together to create 
more American jobs, as long as the 
President can convince his own party 
to work constructively with us to do 
that. What he didn’t say last night is 
that the only thing stopping us from 
creating more trade jobs is his own 
party. So we will see if he actually fol-
lows through on trade. 

But overall, the President mostly re-
fused to budge from his failed policies. 
He refused to reach across the aisle in 
a way that would lead to immediate 
job growth opportunities. That is dis-
tressing news for our country. It is es-
pecially disheartening for the middle 
class, and it is disappointing for those 
of us who actually want to get big 
things done for our constituents, for 
those who do want to work with the 
President, who want to collaborate on 
smart, bipartisan policies that could fi-
nally—finally—get Americans back to 
work after years of this failed Obama 
economy. But we cannot do it without 
President Obama. He has to lead on 
trade, jobs, energy, the economy— 
whatever the issue. 

We are not going to give up. We are 
not going to stop trying to help him to 
see that Americans are calling for a 
new direction, for a forward leaning 
agenda that actually puts the middle 
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class first and leaves tired leftwing 
ideas where they belong—in the history 
books. And when the President is ready 
to work with us, he should know we 
will be here waiting for him. We have 
always been here, actually, and many 
Members of his party, with other help-
ful ideas, have been here too, waiting 
for him—Democrats with smart ideas 
the President has not been willing to 
consider so far. 

All he needs to do is pick up the 
phone. If he is willing to actually work 
in a serious way with Members of both 
parties, we will send him some things 
to sign with that pen too. 

I yield the floor. 
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will be in a period of morning 
business for 1 hour, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees, with the ma-
jority controlling the first half. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

THE MINIMUM WAGE 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, earlier 
this month we commemorated the 50th 
anniversary of President Johnson’s 
declaration of ‘‘unconditional war on 
poverty.’’ That war on poverty was a 
massively successful initiative. It 
helped tens of millions of Americans 
lift themselves out of poverty, reduced 
hardship, empowered people to build 
new opportunities for themselves and 
their future. 

We see some of the residue of this. 
Today, food stamps ensure that chil-
dren do not go to bed hungry at night. 
The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act insisted that all children, 
regardless of background, can learn 
and have an equal opportunity for edu-
cation. Legal Services helps people 
with limited resources seek protection 
from exploitation. Low-income fami-
lies fight poverty in their own commu-
nities by helping to lead community 
action agencies. The war on poverty 
and the Great Society encompassed a 
tremendous list of achievements that I 
cannot even begin to do justice to 
today. 

However, we know we still have more 
work to do. Too many of those success-

ful programs and policies have been re-
duced or rolled back under subsequent 
Presidents and Congresses. What is 
more, our economy has changed and in 
fundamental ways, with decades of 
waste, stagnation, and rising income 
inequality. 

Now we must urgently turn our at-
tention to policies that will ensure 
that working families can still get 
ahead in America. We must recognize 
that tens of millions of working Ameri-
cans struggle to put food on the table, 
a roof over their head, and pay their 
bills every month. This is a funda-
mental failing of our economy. It is 
something we not only have a moral 
obligation to fix but we have the abil-
ity to fix. We can do so first by raising 
the minimum wage, one of our Nation’s 
simplest and most effective means of 
lifting working families out of poverty. 

I am so pleased President Obama has 
taken the first step in this effort. Last 
night at the State of the Union, he an-
nounced he would issue an Executive 
order that will require future Federal 
contracts to provide wages of at least 
$10.10 an hour to our Nation’s contract 
workers for the Federal Government. I 
applaud President Obama’s bold step to 
ensure that the Federal Government is 
a leader in promoting good jobs that 
pay fair wages. I think most Americans 
would agree that taxpayer dollars 
should not support companies that pay 
poverty wages. This Executive order is 
a strong step in the right direction. 
But now we in the Congress have work 
to do, to raise the minimum wage for 
the rest of American workers. 

Again, I am so grateful for President 
Obama taking a strong leadership posi-
tion, as he did last night, in calling for 
Congress to expeditiously work to in-
crease the minimum wage. 

We need to agree in this country that 
if you work hard and play by the rules 
you can earn enough money to support 
your family, keep a roof over your 
head, put some money away for a rainy 
day, have a secure retirement. The 
minimum wage played a critical role in 
doing that, which is why Presidents 
and elected leaders from both parties 
in the past have supported fair in-
creases in the minimum wage. From 
time to time, we adjusted the min-
imum wage on a bipartisan basis to 
help working families keep up with in-
flation and the changing economy. But 
recently we have heard a new and dis-
turbing set of talking points from our 
friends on the other side of the aisle. 
They claim that raising the minimum 
wage does not actually reduce poverty. 
They argue the minimum wage work-
ers do not come from poor families or 
that no one stays at a minimum wage 
job long enough to be trapped in pov-
erty. 

Those all sound good on the talk 
shows, but the facts simply prove those 
statements are not true. The fact is a 
majority of people who would benefit 
from an increase in the minimum wage 
come from low-income households. 
Many of them have been trapped in 

jobs at or near the minimum wage for 
years and years at a time. Indeed, when 
you listen more closely, the offensive 
underlying premise of all these argu-
ments is that anyone can rise out of 
poverty if they just work harder. 

Tell that to Nereida Castro of Des 
Moines. She and her husband both 
work minimum wage jobs in the fast 
food and construction industries. They 
have five children to support. But 
Nereida says they live day to day be-
cause of their bills and expenses. She 
said her family ‘‘has to limit many 
things to give to our kids to only make 
rent, to cover expenses. We have to 
limit everything.’’ 

A raise in the minimum wage would 
allow her to ‘‘live a life where I don’t 
feel like I’m drowning.’’ 

Tell that tale about ‘‘you just have 
to work harder’’ to Nancy Salgado, 27- 
year-old single mother with two kids, 
ages 2 and 7. She worked at McDonald’s 
for the past 10 years but makes only 
$8.25 an hour. That is the minimum 
wage in her own State of Illinois. She 
struggles to be able to pay for neces-
sities such as milk and shoes for her 
kids. She recently confronted the presi-
dent of McDonald’s USA, saying: 

I’m a single mother of two. It’s really hard 
for me to feed my 2 kids and struggle day to 
day. . . . Do you think this is fair, that I 
have to be making $8.25 an hour when I have 
been working at McDonald’s for 10 years? 

For Senators and Representatives 
sitting comfortably here in Washington 
to preach to working mothers such as 
Nancy, struggling hard to get ahead, 
working 10 years at McDonald’s—to 
tell them they are not working hard 
enough, that is beyond offensive. 

No one disputes that hard work is a 
big part of the path out of poverty, but 
you also need a basic foundation of eco-
nomic security to start building that 
better life. How are you supposed to 
pay for a community college course on 
$7.25 an hour? How are you supposed to 
find a better job when you are standing 
in line at a food bank because your 
wages won’t cover all your household 
expenses, and neither will your food 
stamps? How are you supposed to build 
a better life for your kids when you 
can’t even find them safe childcare 
while you are at work? They just can’t 
get ahead if their job traps them in 
poverty. 

It has not always been this way. We 
used to agree that minimum wage 
works. People who perform some of the 
most difficult and essential jobs in our 
society should not have to live in pov-
erty. The minimum wage kept families 
above the poverty line in the 1960s and 
1970s. In today’s dollars, a minimum 
wage worker in 1968—when the min-
imum wage was 120 percent of the pov-
erty line—took home $10.71 an hour or 
$22,000 a year working full time. 

Since the 1980s, the minimum wage 
has not kept up. Today the minimum 
wage is about 80 percent of the level of 
poverty. This is how far we have come 
down. The same family whose bread-
winner worked at a job making min-
imum wage in 1968—look at where they 
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are—would be way below the poverty 
line today. It is no wonder working 
people have to turn to the safety net of 
food stamps and all other kinds of 
things just to help them get by. 

A recent study found that our tax-
payers have to pick up the tab for mil-
lions of working families to the tune of 
about $240 billion a year for food 
stamps, Medicaid/CHIP, earned-income 
tax credit, and temporary assistance to 
needy families. I wish to make it clear 
that these are not people sitting at 
home watching TV. These are people 
who work, but they are making min-
imum wage. What we want and what 
they want is not to have the Govern-
ment and the taxpayers pick up the 
tab. They want to be able to support 
themselves with the jobs they have. 

We have to rectify this. My legisla-
tion, the Minimum Wage Fairness Act, 
which I introduced—along with Major-
ity Leader REID and Congressman 
GEORGE MILLER on the House side—will 
raise the minimum wage to $10.10 an 
hour in three annual steps and will get 
it above the poverty line by 2016 for the 
first time in over 20 years. That is 
what we are talking about—getting 
this minimum wage up. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in the Senate on both sides 
of the aisle sometime soon so we can 
bring this bill forward. I hope we can 
do it on a bipartisan basis and recog-
nize it is indeed time to get families— 
working families—out of poverty by 
paying them a decent minimum wage. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The Senator from Wash-
ington. 

f 

STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
last night President Obama laid out an 
optimistic vision for a great nation 
that must never stop working to be-
come even greater. 

When the President gave his first 
State of the Union in February of 2009, 
our economy was losing over 700,000 
jobs a month. Wall Street firms had 
collapsed and taken Main Street busi-
nesses with them and economists were 
not sure how deep it would go or if it 
would tip from a great recession into a 
true depression. 

Families across the country were 
huddled around kitchen tables talking 
late into the night trying to figure out 
how they were going to stay in their 
homes or send their kids to college or 
even put food on their table. People 
who had gone to work every single day 
of their adult lives and had not had to 
update their resume in 20 years didn’t 
know how they were going to pull their 
lives together if they got that pink 
slip. Workers who had jobs they 
thought were secure were panicking 
knowing that if things continued to go 
wrong, nobody was truly safe. 

A lot has changed in 5 years. It has 
not been perfect. It certainly has not 
been smooth. We were not able to do 

nearly enough, and we still need to do 
far more. 

Last night President Obama was able 
to talk about the progress we have 
made since he inherited the greatest 
economic crisis since the Great Depres-
sion. He was able to talk about the 46 
months of straight private sector 
growth, about an unemployment rate 
that has come down from dangerous 
heights. He talked about the work that 
still remains to help millions of work-
ers still trying to get back on the job. 

He articulated a vision not just for 
bolstering our still fragile economic re-
covery but also for continuing the 
great American tradition of leaving 
our children with a stronger nation 
than the one we inherited from our 
parents—a vision of a country that 
makes sure every child has an oppor-
tunity to work hard, contribute to 
their community, and succeed to the 
best of their ability. He spoke of a 
country that doesn’t just have eco-
nomic growth at the top that may or 
may not trickle down but that has 
broad-based prosperity built from the 
middle out and a vision of a country 
that offers workers and families the 
stability and security they expect 
when they put in a lifetime of hard 
work. 

President Obama talked about ways 
he is going to make this year a year of 
action, and I know that is what the 
American people are expecting. Some 
of that will come through executive ac-
tion and public-private partnerships, 
but a lot of what we need to do depends 
on us in Congress. 

Over the past few years Congress has 
been lurching, as we all know, from cri-
sis to crisis, stumbling from one artifi-
cial deadline to the next, and too often 
engaging in petty partisan bickering 
instead of solving problems for the 
families we all represent. 

At the end of last year, House Budget 
Committee Chairman PAUL RYAN and I 
worked together to show the American 
people it didn’t have to be this way. 
When we sat down together in a budget 
conference that Democrats had been 
trying to start for 7 months, we faced 
an awful lot of skepticism. Many peo-
ple were hoping we could reach a deal 
and avoid another crisis. However, they 
were far more confident that this budg-
et group would not succeed where so 
many others had failed. 

Chairman RYAN and I decided to lis-
ten to each other. We searched for com-
mon ground and we made some com-
promises. We knew we were never 
going to agree on everything, but we 
didn’t think that should mean we 
couldn’t agree on anything. We wanted 
a deal, not a fight, and we were able to 
put partisanship aside to do the right 
thing for the American people. 

Our 2-year budget deal was a step in 
the right direction. We proved that bi-
partisanship was possible in this di-
vided government, that Democrats and 
Republicans could break through the 
bitterness and rancor and work to-
gether and reach an agreement. That 

deal rolled back the damaging across- 
the-board cuts and prevented a govern-
ment shutdown. It moved our country 
forward, but we can’t stop now because 
the vast majority of Americans under-
stand our economy simply is not work-
ing the way it needs for people like 
them. 

We need to do more to expand eco-
nomic opportunities for the families 
and small business owners and commu-
nities across the country who are look-
ing to us to get this right. They see the 
wealthiest Americans and biggest cor-
porations continue to take advantage 
of an unfair Tax Code filled with spe-
cial interest loopholes and giveaways. 
They see fewer and fewer opportunities 
for workers to find a job or earn 
enough for a stable middle-class life or 
send their kids to college. They watch 
as their government cuts back on crit-
ical investments in long-term and 
broad-based economic growth, and they 
want more than partisan bickering 
from their elected representatives. 
They want real action. 

We will spend a lot of time over the 
next few months talking about many of 
the policies President Obama talked 
about last night, but I wish to focus on 
a few he mentioned that impact women 
and their economic opportunities in 
particular. 

We need to face the reality that 
working women across the country— 
and working moms in particular—are 
struggling to find work that pays a liv-
ing wage at a time when they are bal-
ancing being both the breadwinner and 
caretaker in so many families. When 
we talk about creating opportunity in 
America, we need to focus on the fact 
that women continue to be paid 77 
cents for every $1 a man earns, and 
they make up two-thirds of all min-
imum-wage workers. We need policy 
changes that focus on all workers but 
also help women catch up if we are 
truly going to create economic oppor-
tunity that expands the middle class 
and strengthens all of our families. 

I was very glad to hear President 
Obama announce last night that he 
will be raising the minimum wage for 
Federal contractors. We need to build 
on that to give millions more women 
and men in this country access to a 
raise and make sure that working hard 
and having a job is rewarded. This is 
something we will be moving on in 
Congress in the near future, and I am 
hoping Republicans decide to put poli-
tics aside on this and work with us to 
get this done. 

I was also very glad to hear President 
Obama double down on his commit-
ment to a national preschool initiative 
that would not only help our youngest 
children and pay dividends in future 
economic growth but would empower 
millions of women who would be able 
to go to work and give back to their 
communities. This is not just a policy 
for me, it is personal. It is what got me 
into politics in the first place, and it is 
something that has driven me ever 
since. 
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As a former preschool teacher, I saw 

in my own classroom that when young 
children get the attention they need 
early, they will be miles ahead of their 
peers on the path to success. I saw the 
students I had who had been taught to 
simply raise their hand to ask a ques-
tion or stand in line to go to recess; 
they were the ones who were more pre-
pared to tackle a full curriculum when 
they got to school. 

It is not just my personal experience. 
Study after study after study has made 
it clear that beginning to educate our 
children at an early age means they 
will be less likely to be held back, less 
likely to require special education, less 
likely to engage in criminal activity, 
and ultimately they will be more like-
ly to graduate from high school and 
earn more. 

Investing in preschool is overwhelm-
ingly supported, and it is supported by 
the American people. In fact, the most 
recent polls show that over 80 percent 
of Americans believe we should pursue 
this across the country. It is strongly 
supported by the many people who 
truly understand the impact it will 
have on the ground. 

I have talked to law enforcement of-
ficials who said they believe that early 
education is the key to reducing crime. 
Business and innovation and education 
leaders have seen the long-term impact 
that investing in early education has 
on our children and on our commu-
nities. We have to make these invest-
ments in our children and our future 
and Congress needs to act. Every day 
we wait is another opportunity lost. 
These are just a few of the policies 
President Obama talked about that I 
am ready to get work on. 

The President also talked about the 
clear need to reform our immigration 
system, support our veterans and our 
wounded warriors, reform our bloated 
and unfair Tax Code, and invest in our 
Nation’s infrastructure priorities. The 
American people are now expecting 
their elected officials to work together 
to tackle those issues, and many more, 
over the coming months and years. 

I am at the table. I am ready to build 
on that bipartisan foundation we laid 
with the budget deal, but I am very 
worried that while the President and 
many of us in Congress are talking 
about working together to move the 
country forward, we have some Repub-
licans who are already talking about 
dragging us backward into another 
needless crisis. That is absurd. We went 
through this just a couple of months 
ago. There is no reason for Republicans 
to put this country through this again. 

Republican leaders proved at the end 
of last year that they were not going to 
actually follow the tea party off the 
cliff and let the government default. 
After a lot of drama and partisan pos-
turing and economic pain for millions 
of families, Republicans dropped their 
demands and joined Democrats to re-
open the government and avoid a de-
fault. 

Republican leaders have said they are 
not going to let the country default 

this time either, but they now seem 
unable to stop playing games with this 
issue to make the tea party happy. 

I will be very clear on the floor: 
Democrats are not going to negotiate 
over whether the government should 
pay its bills. If the Republicans con-
tinue down this path of empty threats 
and taking hostages and dangerous de-
mands, they will get exactly what they 
got last time they tried to play politics 
with our economic recovery—nothing. 

I call on my Republican colleagues to 
stop working on a wish list of debt 
limit demands and hostages and stop 
thinking about the new threats they 
are going to make to our economy and 
to the American people and join us at 
the table to work on the real issues we 
need to address. 

Democrats want to work with Repub-
licans to tackle our challenges fairly 
and responsibly. That is what the 
President talked about last night. It is 
what we are here to talk about today. 
But as Chairman RYAN and I showed 
just a few months ago, the way for both 
sides to get what they want is through 
compromise and negotiation, not hos-
tage-taking and not threats. 

The American people expect us to 
work together. They want more deals 
and fewer fights, and I know Demo-
crats are ready to get to work. I am 
hopeful Republicans will work with us 
to make this year of action in Congress 
a reality. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

f 

THE FARM BILL 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
was privileged to be in our capital city 
of Des Moines 2 days ago, on Monday, 
January 27, and I was privileged to 
visit a lot of my friends in the Iowa 
legislature. I was in the Iowa House on 
Monday morning when a resolution 
was brought up by Representative Dan 
Muhlbauer and read and adopted unani-
mously. It was a resolution requesting 
the U.S. Congress to immediately 
enact a new Federal food, farm, and 
jobs bill. I won’t read it all, but ulti-
mately I will ask unanimous consent 
to have this resolution printed in the 
RECORD. The resolution basically 
points out how much a farm bill means 
to our fellow Iowans. 

The resolution states: 
Be it resolved by the House of Representa-

tives— 

That is the Iowa House of Represent-
atives— 
that with the reconvening of the United 
States Congress after its holiday recess, the 
United States House of Representatives and 
the United States Senate should enact a new 
food, farm, and jobs bill with all possible 
speed but no later than January 31 of 2014. 

I guess the good news I have now for 
Representative Muhlbauer and his col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle in the 
Iowa legislature is that we heard them. 
Under the great leadership of Senator 

STABENOW, we now have a farm bill 
ready to come to the floor after the 
House passes it, I hope sometime 
today. We hope to have it on the Sen-
ate floor maybe as early as tomorrow— 
if not, the first of the week—to get the 
job done. I think everybody has signed 
off on it. It is a good farm bill. It has 
taken a long time and a lot of hard 
work to get there, but a lot of good 
people worked together on both sides of 
the aisle in both the Senate and in the 
House to get it done. So I thank Rep-
resentative Muhlbauer and his col-
leagues for holding our feet to the fire 
and sending us this resolution. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD House Resolu-
tion No. 102. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 102 

Whereas, the United States Congress regu-
larly establishes agricultural and food policy 
in an omnibus farm bill in a bipartisan spirit 
of cooperation, exemplified by the federal 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 2008, 
Pub. L. No. 110–246 which originally was to 
expire in 2012, but was extended by the 112th 
Congress in the American Taxpayer Relief 
Act of 2012, Pub. L. No. 112–240; and 

Whereas, a new food, farm, and jobs bill is 
critical to maintaining a strong agricultural 
economy and an abundant food supply that 
benefits all Americans, including by pro-
viding programs relating to farm commodity 
support, horticulture, livestock, conserva-
tion, nutrition assistance, trade and inter-
national food aid, agricultural research, 
farm credit, rural development, bioenergy, 
forestry, and innovative strategies to revi-
talize this nation’s rural economy by cre-
ating jobs in small towns and rural commu-
nities; and 

Whereas, in Iowa, agricultural producers 
have faced a multitude of disasters, includ-
ing drought, flood, and blizzard conditions 
which have been alleviated by disaster as-
sistance under farm bill programs; and 

Whereas, during 2013, the United States 
Senate and House of Representatives have 
been engaged in prolonged negotiations to 
enact a new food, farm, and jobs bill that is 
now in conference committee which is con-
sidering differences between the Senate 
version, titled the Agriculture Reform, Food, 
and Jobs Act of 2013 (S. 954), and the House 
version, titled the Federal Agriculture Re-
form and Risk Management (FARRM) Act of 
2013 (H.R. 2642); and 

Whereas, without the passage of a new 
food, farm, and jobs bill the United States 
will be subject to previously enacted perma-
nent law, including commodity price support 
statutes effective in 1949; and 

Whereas, the prolonged delay in passing a 
new food, farm, and jobs bill has created un-
certainty for agricultural producers and will 
negatively impact the nation’s overseas 
trade; and 

Whereas, without the immediate passage of 
a new food, farm, and jobs bill consumers 
will increasingly suffer economic con-
sequences; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That with the reconvening of the United 
States Congress after its holiday recess, the 
United States House of Representatives and 
the United States Senate should enact a new 
food, farm, and jobs bill with all possible 
speed but no later than January 31, 2014; and 
be it further 
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Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 

shall be transmitted to the President of the 
United States Senate and the Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
shall be transmitted to the Honorable Debbie 
Stabenow, Chairwoman of the Committee on 
Agriculture. Nutrition, and Forestry of the 
United States Senate, and the Honorable 
Frank Lucas, Chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture of the United States House of 
Representatives; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
shall be transmitted to each member of the 
Iowa congressional delegation; and be it fur-
ther 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution 
shall be transmitted to the Honorable Tom 
Vilsack, Secretary of the United States De-
partment of Agriculture. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

f 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 
as someone who has practiced medicine 
in Wyoming for about a quarter of a 
century, and as medical director of the 
Wyoming health fairs to bring low-cost 
blood screenings to people all around 
Wyoming, I have been very involved in 
the health care issue and in actually 
helping to provide health care for peo-
ple. 

It was ironic last night during the 
State of the Union Address to listen to 
the President talk about health care as 
if he had some understanding of how it 
all worked. It became evident to me, 
sadly, that the President put forth 
some bold proposals and then came out 
with a 2,700-page bill that I think many 
people who voted for never read, didn’t 
understand, didn’t know the harm it 
was going to do to American families, 
and then the President last night was 
talking about it in the State of the 
Union Address in ways that it is actu-
ally helping people. It may be helping 
some, but it is hurting many more. It 
is not just the Web site. The Web site 
is the tip of the iceberg. There is huge 
damage being done to families. 

Today I have a letter with me that 
just came in from a family in Wyoming 
to talk about how much this is harm-
ing this person’s individual family. A 
man from Upton, WY, a small commu-
nity, somebody who tries to get up 
every day, go to work, take care of his 
family, put food on the table. Yet his 
whole family is being harmed by this 
law the President has put into place, 
forced down the throats of the Amer-
ican people on a party-line vote. 

So let me start with the letter: 
Opening up my insurance letter today has 

lead me to write you this letter. I’m usually 
the type of person that just keeps trudging 
along— 

I think all of us have constituents 
who are like this— 
and take things as they come. I’m a long-
time resident of this beautiful state and 
graduated from the University of Wyoming— 
as so many people have done— 

I’m married and have 4 young kids from 
ages 9 to 3. 

He has four young kids ages 9 to 3. He 
said: 

We’re a healthy and active family. Non- 
smokers. Go to doctors for emergency care 
only. Go to the chiropractor and dentist reg-
ularly. I have a high deductible insurance 
plan. 

It is a $10,000 deductible, which is 
high. He says he is paying $584 a month 
for that. I wish the President of the 
United States would get letters such as 
this and read them and understand the 
impact he is having on people’s lives 
and how much his plan is hurting 
American families. 

Justin writes: 
Now, due to the current healthcare cli-

mate, I’m going to have to pay $945 a month. 

So he will be paying a lot more. He 
was paying $584, now $945 a month. He 
says: 

And they conveniently raised my deduct-
ible to $11,000. 

He had a $10,000 deductible, which is 
high. They have raised that, and raised 
his premiums from $584 to $945 a 
month. He says: 

How does Obama expect the middle class to 
stretch their budgets every month to get 
healthcare coverage? 

That is what middle-class Americans 
want to know. How does this President 
expect the middle class to stretch their 
budgets every month to get health care 
coverage? 

He goes on: 
How can we get rid of ObamaCare? 

That is a question I was asked re-
peatedly around the State of Wyoming 
last week. 

This gentleman goes on to say: 
Every chance you get, please vote to repeal 

ObamaCare. 

The President last night ridiculed 
people such as Justin—ridiculed him— 
saying, Well, sure, vote over and over 
and over. This man from Wyoming is 
saying: Every chance you get, vote to 
repeal ObamaCare. 

He also said: 
Every chance you get please help the mid-

dle class. 

Every chance you get, please help the 
middle class. We are not seeing that 
from this President, this administra-
tion, and those who supported these 
policies which have hurt the middle 
class. 

He said: 
Thank you and I appreciate your leader-

ship for the state of Wyoming. Now I’ll go 
back to working hard to pay my insurance 
bill, (and probably some for the people that 
Obama is trying to help.) 

Finally he says: 
Obama stated to the public that our pre-

miums were not going to rise. Thanks for lis-
tening to me rant. 

I don’t consider what we are hearing 
from my friend Justin from Upton, WY, 
a rant. I hear it as a cry for help due to 
a health care law the President and the 
Democrats forced down the throats of 
the American people against their will. 
Many people who voted for it never 

read it, didn’t understand it, and I real-
ly have strong doubts the President 
himself understands the health care 
law, what is in it, and the damage it 
continues to do to middle-class Ameri-
cans and families all across this 
country. 

Thank you, Madam President. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, last 
night in the State of the Union Mes-
sage, the President looked at the Con-
gress again and said: You need to be for 
my plan unless you have another plan, 
and suggested once again that we have 
never had other plans. I don’t know in 
a handful of minutes that I can do jus-
tice to the other plans out there, but I 
can tell my colleagues there were other 
alternatives that were filed in legisla-
tion and that were debated in 2009. 
Clearly, today’s experiences, one of 
which has been shared by a family from 
Wyoming, would be different experi-
ences if we had looked at those other 
plans. 

Let me very quickly respond to the 
President when he asked, What are 
your ideas, and remind him again of 
what the ideas were that were proposed 
by people who thought we had the best 
health care system in the world but 
thought it could be improved. Some 
thought there were people who did not 
have the access they needed and there 
were rules that could be changed to 
make a difference. Here is what some 
of them are. 

One idea is to allow small business 
health plans. Most people get their in-
surance at work and they like what 
they have. Eighty-five percent of the 
people who had insurance last year got 
insurance at work and well over 90 per-
cent of them thought what they had at 
work was good and met their needs. 
For years we have talked about ways 
to try to expand that so people, wheth-
er their association is the farm bureau 
or some other group they are associ-
ated with, where they can, through 
small businesses or associated health 
plans, get their health care plan that 
way, so they too become members of a 
bigger group that competes for health 
insurance through that group. 

No. 2, expand coverage for young 
adults. The President said last night 
that 3 million of the people have been 
added of the—he thought maybe 12 mil-
lion; I haven’t seen that figure yet. A 
few days ago Senator REID said it was 
9 million people, and a third of the peo-
ple who had been added did so by stay-
ing on their parent’s health care a lit-
tle bit longer. That was the most unin-
sured group. The only person who filed 
that legislation in the House as the 
principal sponsor was me—to let people 
stay on their insurance. We said age 25, 
not 26. So I suppose the President 
added that 1 year to it, or whoever 
wrote the Affordable Health Care Act. 
But if that is right—I got the bill out 
the other day here on the floor—it was 
3 pages and 4 lines. If 3 pages have 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:53 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A29JA6.006 S29JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

3T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S563 January 29, 2014 
solved 25 to 33 percent of the problem, 
I guess maybe our side should have 
come up with 12 pages of legislation 
and solved the whole problem. This was 
not something that took 2,600 pages 
that nobody understood. 

If we had that debate today, it would 
be a much better debate, because peo-
ple have begun to understand how dan-
gerous it is to deal with the health care 
of individuals and families. 

Medical liability reform makes a big 
difference in how costs and insurance 
are impacted and how health care is 
done. 

Increasing insurance flexibility lets 
people buy insurance across State 
lines. This is something that was out 
there as a significant idea that didn’t 
minimize the choices people have, it 
maximized the places people could look 
to find out what their family needed. 

As to preexisting conditions, we had 
a system that was dealing with that 
pretty effectively if a person could get 
into it—the State high-risk pools. We 
talked about ways to expand those. 
Why would that be better than where 
we are now? If an insurance company, 
a government—if in some way an enti-
ty is making that high-risk pool bet-
ter—they know they are dealing with 
individuals who had a preexisting con-
dition. It is not necessary to try to 
structure everybody else’s costs so 
they pay a lot more just in case people 
with a preexisting condition become an 
unreasonable part of an insurance 
group that an entity is trying to pro-
vide for. These programs have been 
closed as of December 31 in most 
States. And in every case we have been 
contacted on, people who had pre-
existing conditions, were in a high-risk 
pool, are paying more for insurance 
with less coverage and, in many cases, 
can’t get their doctor. And these are 
people who had a preexisting condition 
so who their doctor was mattered to 
them. In many cases, they no longer 
can have that doctor. 

Clearly, I don’t have time today to 
respond fully to the President. Whether 
it is high-risk pools that work better, 
wellness programs, preventing insur-
ance companies from being able to can-
cel policies—that didn’t require mil-
lions of taxpayer dollars; it just re-
quires a rule that said they can’t can-
cel a policy because somebody gets 
sick. The same as limits on coverage. 

As for encouraging health savings ac-
counts, the Affordable Care Act elimi-
nates one of the real tools that was 
working for families. 

As far as more transparency, how do 
health care providers do and how much 
do they charge to do it? What are their 
results and what are their costs? 

And income tax treatment so that 
everybody who buys insurance buys 
that with dollars that are treated the 
same way. If the biggest company in 
America can buy an insurance policy 
and have it nontaxed, have it tax de-
ductible, so should the individual who 
buys insurance on their own. 

There are all kinds of alternatives 
out there that would work better that 

are not nearly as complicated and not 
nearly as expensive. The President 
needs to at least understand there are 
plenty of competing ideas. His ideas 
are not the only ideas that will work to 
make the system work better. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BOOZMAN. Madam President, 

surprisingly, the President didn’t talk 
much about ObamaCare, his signature 
achievement. The people of Arkansas, 
the people of America certainly are 
talking a great deal about it and they 
are writing a great deal about it also. 
The reason is because they are so con-
cerned that health care has become an 
absolute mess. 

The President talked about a single 
mom who was able to resolve the prob-
lem of her preexisting conditions. I 
think we all agree that is something 
that was desperately needed. I am an 
optometrist, an eye doctor, and very 
much aware of the situations people 
have been put in, in the past. Although 
the reality is we can fix this problem— 
problems such as this—without cre-
ating a massive bureaucracy, without 
creating a situation where we have 
thousands of pages of regulations, and 
the reality is the unintended con-
sequences of the situation we are in 
now with ObamaCare is that we have 
made it unaffordable. We have made it 
such that millions of Americans simply 
cannot afford the health insurance 
they are being offered. 

Let me talk about a few people who 
have written to me to talk about their 
situation. Jack from Springdale writes: 

I just found out recently from my current 
health insurance provider that my current 
health insurance policy will be discontinued 
effective the first of next year, and a replace-
ment policy will be approximately double 
which will be around $1,200 per month. My 
question is, is this what ObamaCare was sup-
posed to do? And if not, what can be done 
about it? 

Leonard and JoAnne write: 
This letter comes to you to ask for your 

needed support to defeat/defund the Afford-
able Care Act in any way possible. 

We recently received notification from 
Health Advantage of Arkansas that our 2014 
monthly premiums increased $173.70 for a 
total of $1,360.06. Our out of pocket max in-
creased from $3,000 to $5,000, the primary 
care physician co-pay increased from $25 to 
$35 and the specialist co-pay increased from 
$35 to $70. If either of us has to visit the ER, 
that co-pay increased from $100 to $250 dol-
lars. The drug co-pay also increased. We are 
insulted to have to pay for benefits such as 
maternity, pediatric dental, and drug rehab 
which we have no need for since we are in 
our 60s and do not use drugs or alcohol. 
Health Advantage of Arkansas explained 
that these changes to our policy and in-
creased costs were due to compliance to 
ACA. 

We have supported you in the past and 
would like to know what your plan is to re-
lieve Arkansans and other Americans from 
these additional financial burdens imposed 
upon us by the Affordable Care Act. 

Mary in Little Rock writes that she 
received a notice that her Medi-Pak 
Advantage plan was canceled at the 
end of last year. She explains: 

I had no idea that Obamacare was going to 
also affect Medicare. Now, to receive com-
parable coverage for 2014, I will have to pay 
an additional $500+ in premiums. This addi-
tional cost will definitely place an unfair 
burden on my finances. What are you & the 
Senate going to do to correct this situation? 

I think Mary asks a very fair ques-
tion. What are we going to do to cor-
rect her situation and the situation of 
so many others? I think the answer is 
we need to repeal ObamaCare. We need 
to put in place a system that does take 
care of the problems we have but with-
out the bureaucracy, without the tre-
mendous expense, and make health 
care affordable for all Americans. 

I yield back. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KAINE). The Senator from South Da-
kota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments of my colleague 
from Arkansas and prior to him those 
of my colleagues from Missouri and 
Wyoming—we will be hearing in a 
minute from my colleague from Ne-
braska—all of whom are expressing 
sentiments that are conveyed to them 
by their constituents in their indi-
vidual States about the very real and 
very personal impacts ObamaCare is 
having on them. 

Last night, in the President’s State 
of the Union speech, he sort of glanced 
over that issue. It is kind of the equiv-
alent of a driveby. He sort of acknowl-
edged the law. He said it is not going to 
change and if Republicans have better 
ideas, then come forward with them. 

We just heard the Senator from Mis-
souri, Mr. BLUNT, list 10 or 12 things 
that we think could be done that would 
be dramatically different and would be 
a dramatic improvement in a very dif-
ferent approach from what is included 
in ObamaCare, which is a heavyhanded, 
government-driven solution to health 
care, which essentially puts the health 
care in this country, which is one-sixth 
of our economy, under political control 
here in Washington, DC. 

As a consequence, what we are seeing 
out there are higher premiums, higher 
out-of-pocket costs in the form of 
deductibles and copays, canceled cov-
erages, and fewer choices when it 
comes to doctors and hospitals. That 
has been the real-world impact of the 
passage of ObamaCare. The President 
said when he was running for office he 
was going to reduce health care costs 
by $2,500 per family. We now know they 
have gone up, since he has taken office, 
by about $2,500 per family, and they 
continue to go up all the time. 

We hear consistently from our con-
stituents in our individual States, and 
those stories that are being shared this 
morning are good examples again of 
the real-world impact of this law and 
why it is so important we go back, 
start over, and do this the right way, 
with reforms that actually address the 
issue of creating more competition, 
more choice for individuals, allowing 
market forces in the world of health 
care as opposed to having this over-
reaching government approach, which 
clearly has not worked. 
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The one thing I and many of us got 

up and talked about when ObamaCare 
was being debated was the fact that 
there was not anything in there that 
constrained utilization or that put 
downward pressure on costs. So costs 
keep going up. That keeps getting 
passed on. Taxes keep going up. They 
keep getting passed on. What does that 
mean? For middle-class families it 
means higher premiums and higher 
deductibles, higher copays, and in 
many cases fewer jobs because that is 
the impact it is having on the econ-
omy, and it worsens the very thing the 
President says he is most concerned 
about; that is, the issue of income in-
equality. Because when you are driving 
up the cost for consumers in their daily 
lives—and I would say health care for 
most people is a very significant cost 
and I would add energy to that—but 
those are a couple of things where we 
have seen policies that have made it 
more expensive for middle-class Ameri-
cans to make ends meet. Health care is 
certainly an example of that. 

I would like to share a couple exam-
ples from my State. Of course, as has 
been mentioned earlier by my col-
leagues, we hear these stories in the 
form of emails, letters, phone calls 
coming into our offices. Lest anybody 
think what we do is done in a vacuum, 
these are not abstract issues. These are 
very real personal experiences that 
people across this country are having. 

This is a letter from a constituent in 
Harrisburg, SD, which is a growing 
community near Sioux Falls, SD. It is 
a growing, vibrant community. The 
letter says: 

My wife and I have been fortunate to have 
become small business owners and entre-
preneurs. So far, we have been successful of 
living the American dream for the last 3 
years and have seen great success at what we 
do. 

Unfortunately, with ObamaCare, we are 
needing to make choices I never thought we 
would have to make. 

Based upon the rates for health insurance, 
we would be paying approximately $800 out 
of pocket per month. Essentially, we are 
thrown in to make an additional house pay-
ment per month, or face a penalty at the end 
of the year and not have health insurance. 

This constituent goes on to say: 
Needless to say, I am very disappointed 

and upset right now. I feel I am being taken 
advantage of because I am a small business 
owner and wanted to live the ‘‘American 
Dream.’’ 

This next statement is from another 
constituent who is from Rapid City, 
and this is in the form of a letter re-
garding the President’s broken prom-
ises. He says: 

Bottom line is the president lied to us. He 
said if we like our policy we can keep it. He 
said we would be saving around $2,500 a year. 
Wrong on both Accounts. 

He then concludes: 
When our policy expires it will be can-

celled and we will have to pay almost triple 
what we’re paying now. 

Those are examples from my State of 
South Dakota, and my colleague from 
Arkansas shared some examples from 

his State. I know my colleague, my 
neighbor from Nebraska, Senator 
JOHANNS, hears many of those same 
stories coming from his State. He rep-
resents people very much like those I 
represent in South Dakota who in 
many cases make their living the same 
way and are experiencing the economic 
consequences of a bad policy, a failed 
policy, a bad law that was rushed 
through here, and they now—the Amer-
ican people—unfortunately, are experi-
encing the adverse impacts of that in 
their own personal economic lives and, 
in a broader sense, on our economy na-
tionally. Higher costs, canceled cov-
erages, fewer choices in the form of 
doctors and hospitals, and fewer jobs 
for American workers whom we want 
to get back to work, that is the real- 
world experience. 

There is a better way. The Senator 
from Missouri talked about many of 
those ideas. I hope the President would 
work with us to repeal this bad law and 
start over in a way that makes sense 
for the American people and for our 
health care economy in this country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I wish 

to express my appreciation to Senator 
BOOZMAN and Senator THUNE for being 
down here this morning to talk about 
an issue that is extremely important 
and an issue we certainly are hearing a 
lot about in our Senate offices and 
hearing a lot about when we travel 
back to our home States; that is, the 
whole issue of ObamaCare. 

The President, of course, mentioned 
this in his State of the Union last 
night, and I think he truly hopes he 
can change the subject here. But the 
reality is he cannot because so many 
people are being hurt by this legisla-
tion. 

Over 4 years ago, when the health 
care law was being debated, there was 
one concern that dominated the discus-
sion when we talked to our constitu-
ents back home. That concern was 
cost. They talked about the rising cost 
of health care and wanted to see what 
we thought in terms of this law’s im-
pact on that. But since this year’s 
rates were posted, it has become abso-
lutely obvious that this law did not 
hold true to its promise to reduce 
costs. 

Our Nebraska insurance director was 
asked to comment about this when the 
rates were coming out. He said: ‘‘Basi-
cally, the rates are going up.’’ No truer 
words could have been spoken. 

A CNBC headline read: ‘‘Consumers 
say they’re shelling out more for 
health insurance.’’ 

But it is not just those headlines or 
the opinion of our director of insur-
ance. It is what is happening to real 
people in their lives. 

A father from just outside Omaha, 
NE, wrote a letter to me, and he said 
this: In 2013, his family’s flexible spend-
ing account was cut from $5,000 a year 
to $2,500 a year as a result of the health 
care law. 

If there was one thing people appre-
ciated, it was the flexible spending ac-
count. Why you would want to cut this 
does not make any sense, but that is 
what the health care law did to him. 
He goes on to say that his wife’s em-
ployer-sponsored insurance premiums 
have increased by an incredible 50 per-
cent and their deductible and max-
imum out-of-pocket costs—well, they 
have not gone down—have gone up too, 
and these increases have been the 
worst they have seen in 14 years of em-
ployment, all due to the health care 
law. 

His sons who are struggling to pay 
for college had their work hours re-
stricted to 28 hours a week. Why? Be-
cause of the law. So as a result they 
are applying for more financial aid, 
they are going further in debt, and 
even taking on part-time jobs so they 
can stay in school. 

But that is not the only person who 
has written to me. A Nebraskan from 
the south central part of the State re-
ports this: He spent 27 hours trying to 
enroll on healthcare.gov only to find 
out he could not afford coverage, even 
with a premium subsidy. Under the 
best option, his deductible would in-
crease by $7,000. 

To a middle-class family, $7,000 out of 
pocket is bankruptcy. They do not 
have it. It is not like that money is 
going to fall out of the sky. 

A young traveling nurse from north-
eastern Nebraska also faced sticker 
shock and reached out to me. Under a 
new plan, her premium more than dou-
bled and her deductible went from 
$3,500 to $6,500. She wrote to me and 
said: ‘‘This is not affordable when I 
have student loans to pay for and I’m 
trying to support myself.’’ 

It is possible some Nebraskans have 
temporarily renewed their old policy 
under the delay that was announced by 
the President, but that just means they 
have delayed the pain until next year, 
and we will see more of these stories of 
skyrocketing costs and deductibles. 

Let’s face it. Americans did not get 
what they were promised when the law 
was passed. They expected a bill that 
would deliver on the promises and ad-
dress the cost of health care. Instead, 
they are stuck with the very real con-
sequences of a poorly crafted policy. 

I think it is time we show Americans 
we can do better. I believe the place to 
start is to repeal the law and start 
working on step-by-step solutions that 
draw down health care costs for Amer-
ican families. 

Those of us on the floor today are 
ready to tackle the challenge. I hope 
we find willing partners. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

HOMEOWNER FLOOD INSURANCE 
AFFORDABILITY ACT OF 2014 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to 
proceed to S. 1926, which the clerk will 
report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to S. 1926, a bill to delay 
the implementation of certain provisions of 
the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform 
Act of 2012 and to reform the National Asso-
ciation of Registered Agents and Brokers, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, all postcloture time 
is yielded back and the motion to pro-
ceed is agreed to. 

The clerk will report the bill by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill (S. 1926) to delay the implementation 

of certain provisions of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 and to 
reform the National Association of Reg-
istered Agents and Brokers, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2702, 2704, 2705, AND 2698 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, Amendments Nos. 
2702, 2704, 2705, and 2698 are considered 
proposed and agreed to. 

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 2702 

(Purpose: To exempt certain loans from the 
escrow requirement under section 102(d)(1) 
of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973) 

At the end of title I, add the following: 
SEC. 1ll. EXCEPTIONS TO ESCROW REQUIRE-

MENT FOR FLOOD INSURANCE PAY-
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102(d)(1) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the second sen-
tence, by striking ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) in clause (ii), by redesignating sub-

clauses (I) and (II) as items (aa) and (bb), re-
spectively, and adjusting the margins ac-
cordingly; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 
subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and ad-
justing the margins accordingly; 

(C) in the matter preceding subclause (I), 
as redesignated by subparagraph (B), by 
striking ‘‘(A) or (B), if—’’ and inserting the 
following: ‘‘(A)— 

‘‘(i) if—’’; 
(D) by striking the period at the end and 

inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(E) by adding at the end the following 
‘‘(ii) in the case of a loan that— 
‘‘(I) is in a junior or subordinate position 

to a senior lien secured by the same residen-
tial improved real estate or mobile home for 

which flood insurance is being provided at 
the time of the origination of the loan; 

‘‘(II) is secured by residential improved 
real estate or a mobile home that is part of 
a condominium, cooperative, or other 
project development, if the residential im-
proved real estate or mobile home is covered 
by a flood insurance policy that— 

‘‘(aa) meets the requirements that the reg-
ulated lending institution is required to en-
force under subsection (b)(1); 

‘‘(bb) is provided by the condominium asso-
ciation, cooperative, homeowners associa-
tion, or other applicable group; and 

‘‘(cc) the premium for which is paid by the 
condominium association, cooperative, 
homeowners association, or other applicable 
group as a common expense; 

‘‘(III) is secured by residential improved 
real estate or a mobile home that is used as 
collateral for a business purpose; 

‘‘(IV) is a home equity line of credit; 
‘‘(V) is a nonperforming loan; or 
‘‘(VI) has a term of not longer than 12 

months.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) REQUIRED APPLICATION.—The amend-

ments to section 102(d)(1) of the Flood Dis-
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4012a(d)(1)) made by section 100209(a) of the 
Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act 
of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 920) and 
by subsection (a) of this section shall apply 
to any loan that is originated, refinanced, in-
creased, extended, or renewed on or after 
January 1, 2016. 

(B) OPTIONAL APPLICATION.— 
(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this subparagraph— 
(I) the terms ‘‘Federal entity for lending 

regulation’’, ‘‘improved real estate’’, ‘‘regu-
lated lending institution’’, and ‘‘servicer’’ 
have the meanings given the terms in sec-
tion 3 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4003); 

(II) the term ‘‘outstanding loan’’ means a 
loan that— 

(aa) is outstanding as of January 1, 2016; 
(bb) is not subject to the requirement to 

escrow premiums and fees for flood insurance 
under section 102(d)(1) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)) 
as in effect on July 5, 2012; and 

(cc) would, if the loan had been originated, 
refinanced, increased, extended, or renewed 
on or after January 1, 2016, be subject to the 
requirements under section 102(d)(1)(A) of 
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as 
amended; and 

(III) the term ‘‘section 102(d)(1)(A) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as 
amended’’ means section 102(d)(1)(A) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)(A)), as amended by— 

(aa) section 100209(a) of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 920); and 

(bb) subsection (a) of this section. 
(ii) OPTION TO ESCROW FLOOD INSURANCE 

PAYMENTS.—Each Federal entity for lending 
regulation (after consultation and coordina-
tion with the Federal Financial Institutions 
Examination Council) shall, by regulation, 
direct that each regulated lending institu-
tion or servicer of an outstanding loan shall 
offer and make available to a borrower the 
option to have the borrower’s payment of 
premiums and fees for flood insurance under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), including the escrow of 
such payments, be treated in the same man-
ner provided under section 102(d)(1)(A) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as 
amended. 

(2) REPEAL OF 2-YEAR DELAY ON APPLICA-
BILITY.—Subsection (b) of section 100209 of 
the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform 

Act of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 920) 
is repealed. 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section or the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be construed to supersede, during 
the period beginning on July 6, 2012 and end-
ing on December 31, 2015, the requirements 
under section 102(d)(1) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)), 
as in effect on July 5, 2012. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2704 

(Purpose: To require the Administrator of 
the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy to make publicly available data that 
provide the basis for risk premium rates 
for flood insurance, to allow monthly in-
stallment payments for premiums, and to 
ensure that mitigation activities com-
pleted by an owner or lessee of real prop-
erty are accounted for when determining 
risk premium rates for flood insurance) 

At the end of section 103, add the fol-
lowing: 

(h) DISCLOSURE.— 
(1) CHANGE IN RATES UNDER BIGGERT- 

WATERS.—Not later than the date that is 6 
months before the date on which any change 
in risk premium rates for flood insurance 
coverage under the National Flood Insurance 
Program resulting from the amendment 
made by section 100207 of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 919) is implemented, 
the Administrator shall make publicly avail-
able the rate tables and underwriting guide-
lines that provide the basis for the change. 

(2) CHANGE IN RATES UNDER THIS ACT.—Not 
later than the date that is 6 months before 
the date on which any change in risk pre-
mium rates for flood insurance coverage 
under the National Flood Insurance Program 
resulting from this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act is implemented, the Ad-
ministrator shall make publicly available 
the rate tables and underwriting guidelines 
that provide the basis for the change. 

(3) REPORT ON POLICY AND CLAIMS DATA.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the feasibility of— 

(i) releasing property-level policy and 
claims data for flood insurance coverage 
under the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram; and 

(ii) establishing guidelines for releasing 
property-level policy and claims data for 
flood insurance coverage under the National 
Flood Insurance Program in accordance with 
section 552a of title 5, United States Code 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Privacy Act of 
1974’’). 

(B) CONTENTS.—The report submitted 
under subparagraph (A) shall include— 

(i) an analysis and assessment of how re-
leasing property-level policy and claims data 
for flood insurance coverage under the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program will aid pol-
icy holders and insurers to understand how 
the Administration determines actuarial 
premium rates and assesses flood risks; and 

(ii) recommendations for protecting per-
sonal information in accordance with section 
552a of title 5, United States Code (com-
monly known as the ‘‘Privacy Act of 1974’’). 

At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. 110. MONTHLY INSTALLMENT PAYMENTS 
FOR PREMIUMS. 

Section 1308(g) of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(g)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘either annually or in more fre-
quent installments’’ and inserting ‘‘annu-
ally, monthly, or in other installments that 
are more frequent than annually’’. 
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SEC. 111. ACCOUNTING FOR FLOOD MITIGATION 

ACTIVITIES IN ESTIMATES OF PRE-
MIUM RATES. 

Section 1307(a)(1) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(a)(1)) is 
amended by amending subparagraph (A) to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(A) based on consideration of— 
‘‘(i) the risk involved and accepted actu-

arial principles; and 
‘‘(ii) the flood mitigation activities that an 

owner or lessee has undertaken on a prop-
erty, including differences in the risk in-
volved due to land use measures, 
floodproofing, flood forecasting, and similar 
measures,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2705 
(Purpose: To clarify that communities that 

successfully appeal flood elevation deter-
minations based on errors by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency through 
the Scientific Resolution Panel are eligible 
for reimbursements for expenses incurred 
in such appeals) 
In section 106, strike subsection (a) and in-

sert the following: 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1363(f) of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4104(f)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after 
‘‘as the case may be,’’ the following: ‘‘or, in 
the case of an appeal that is resolved by sub-
mission of conflicting data to the Scientific 
Resolution Panel provided for in section 
1363A, the community,’’; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence and in-
serting the following: ‘‘The Administrator 
may use such amounts from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund established under sec-
tion 1310 as may be necessary to carry out 
this subsection.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2698 
(Purpose: To increase the amount of substan-

tial improvement to a property that trig-
gers the loss of flood insurance subsidies) Purpose: To increase the amount of substantial improvement to a property that triggers the loss of flood insurance subsidies. 

At the end of title I, add the following: 
SEC. 1ll. HOME IMPROVEMENT FAIRNESS. 

Section 1307(a)(2)(E)(ii) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4014(a)(2)(E)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘‘30 
percent’’ and inserting ‘‘50 percent’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2708 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to call up my 
amendment No. 2708 and ask for its 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from New York [Mrs. GILLI-

BRAND] proposes an amendment numbered 
2708. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Administrator of 

the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy to issue guidelines for methods, other 
than building elevation, that owners of 
certain urban residential buildings may 
implement to mitigate against flood risk) 
At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. 1ll. FLOOD MITIGATION METHODS FOR 
URBAN BUILDINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 

Administrator shall issue guidelines for 
property owners that— 

(1) provide alternative methods of mitiga-
tion, other than building elevation, to reduce 
flood risk to urban residential buildings that 
cannot be elevated due to their structural 
characteristics, including— 

(A) types of building materials; and 
(B) types of floodproofing; and 
(2) inform property owners about how the 

implementation of mitigation methods de-
scribed in paragraph (1) may affect risk pre-
mium rates for flood insurance coverage 
under the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram. 

(b) CALCULATION OF RISK PREMIUM RATES.— 
In calculating the risk premium rate 
charged for flood insurance for a property 
under section 1308 of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015), the Ad-
ministrator shall take into account the im-
plementation of any mitigation method 
identified by the Administrator in the guid-
ance issued under subsection (a) of this sec-
tion. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
first wish to thank Senator MENENDEZ, 
Senator LANDRIEU, and Senator ISAK-
SON for their tremendous leadership on 
the Homeowner Flood Insurance Af-
fordability Act, of which I am a very 
proud cosponsor, and for working with 
me and my staff on an amendment that 
is so critical to so many New Yorkers 
who are still recovering from 
Superstorm Sandy. 

My amendment is quite simple and 
common sense. It is aimed to help 
homeowners who are currently stuck 
in a bureaucratic ditch that is impos-
sible for them to climb out of due to 
the immovable reality of the buildings 
in which they live. 

Under today’s FEMA policy, flood in-
surance premium rates are based on 
the elevation of the house relative to 
the base flood elevation, which is the 
elevation that FEMA calculates that 
floodwaters have a 1-percent chance of 
rising to in any given year. 

Under normal circumstances, homes 
can be elevated to avoid high insurance 
rates that are assessed on homes that 
are built below the base flood elevation 
in special flood hazard areas, but in 
places such as New York and New Jer-
sey this is impossible for owners of 
older urban homes, such as 
brownstones, row houses, and multi-
family buildings, which can predate the 
Civil War, which in many instances 
cannot be raised due to structural 
characteristics and were built before 
flood maps were in place. 

When their homes are mapped in a 
flood zone, they are simply left without 
any option to lower their flood insur-
ance premiums, which can be as high 
as tens of thousands of dollars each 
year. To fix this, my amendment would 
require FEMA to provide a uniform set 
of guidance that provides FEMA-ap-
proved methods of mitigation for 
homeowners who simply cannot elevate 
their homes. This amendment would 
require FEMA to look at whether a 
homeowner has implemented any of 
the prescribed alternatives and take 
that into consideration when calcu-
lating a home’s flood insurance risk 
premium. By providing a clear set of 

mitigation alternatives to these home-
owners, this amendment will help New 
Yorkers and homeowners across the 
country who cannot elevate their 
homes to reduce their flood risk. It will 
help homeowners prevent costly dam-
age to their homes during the next 
storm or flood and save money and po-
tential disaster recovery costs in the 
long term. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise in 
strong support of the flood insurance 
fix bill on the floor today. I urge my 
colleagues on a bipartisan basis to 
come together and pass this first cru-
cial step toward getting it right with 
the National Flood Insurance Program. 
It is important for America. It is im-
portant for millions upon millions of 
American homeowners, not just in 
Louisiana, not just in Florida, but in 
every State. Every State in the coun-
try is absolutely affected. 

I also specifically urge my colleagues 
to defeat the Toomey amendment, 
which I think is very well intended but 
will not get the job done, and to waive 
the budget point of order, which is a 
largely technical point of order. I will 
explain each of those in turn. 

First of all, I will explain the need 
for this bill to get things right. All of 
us came together over a year ago and 
passed the so-called Biggert-Waters 
Act, to reauthorize the National Flood 
Insurance Program and to reform it in 
important ways. We needed to do that 
broad-brush. The program needed to be 
continued, and not just in short-term 
fits and starts, which had been the pat-
tern for many years. In fact, in 2010 it 
was so bad that we actually let the pro-
gram lapse four different times by in-
action, shutting down thousands upon 
thousands of real estate closings that 
we needed to build our economy, shut-
ting those down every time. So we 
needed that reauthorization. We needed 
and still need reforms of the program. 
We need to build up the program to 
make it fiscally sustainable, to make 
sure that over time we get revenues, 
premiums coming in that cover the full 
cost of the program. There is no debate 
about that. That is why we passed that 
bill. 

What was not foreseen was that in 
some significant number of cases, those 
reforms, once they were put into effect, 
would actually lead to completely 
unaffordable rate increases—a com-
pletely unsustainable path forward 
that would not even get us toward the 
goal of building up the fund and build-
ing up the program to make it fiscally 
sustainable. No expert predicted that 
beforehand. No one from FEMA said: 
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You will have some rates that are com-
pletely unaffordable. No outside insur-
ance experts said that. But once the de-
tails of the reauthorization began to be 
put in place, that became very appar-
ent. We do not know exactly how many 
cases we would have like this, but we 
know they are not just isolated cases. 
We know they are not just in coastal 
communities. They are in every State, 
to some extent or another, around the 
country. Over time, Members of both 
parties from every State have begun to 
understand that, which brings us to-
gether hopefully in a constructive way 
on the floor today. 

Certainly, that situation is dire and 
the threat is very real in Louisiana. 
Months ago, for instance, I visited a 
neighborhood in St. Charles Parish, 
which is part of southeast Louisiana, 
right on the Mississippi River. I visited 
a very nice, solid middle-class neigh-
borhood. I met with many homeowners 
there. They presented me with a box— 
a box this big, at least—full of keys, 
house keys. They were these folks’ ac-
tual house keys. They were saying: If 
this is not fixed, if this is not done 
right in time, we are going to have to 
turn these keys in to the banks, to the 
government, to whomever, because we 
would face not only premium increases. 
We had all accepted premium increases 
as part of the reform and as part of the 
reauthorization, but these would be 
completely unaffordable, unsustainable 
increases—literally going to $12,000, 
$18,000 or $27,000 a year—not on a mil-
lionaire’s home but on a modest mid-
dle-class home. That just doesn’t work. 

These folks were saying very sin-
cerely, very directly: Here are my 
home keys because that is where this is 
headed. 

That is not right on so many dif-
ferent levels. First and foremost, it is 
not right for those Americans who 
have lived by the rules every step of 
the way, who built to the right ele-
vation when they built their home, 
who got the flood insurance required 
by law, required by prudence, and paid 
all of their premiums. They went 
through mitigation programs, if they 
could, to raise their homes in many 
cases. 

These are folks who are not living 
right on the coast, who are not choos-
ing highly dangerous areas, and who do 
not have second homes, beach homes. 
We are not talking about that at all. 
We are talking about a solid middle- 
class neighborhood way off the gulf 
coast. 

These are people who followed the 
rules every step of the way who still 
failed the prospect of those completely 
unaffordable increases. That is not 
right, and it is not fair. 

On a second level, that reality 
threatens whole communities and it 
threatens our economy because if that 
were allowed to happen in any signifi-
cant number of cases, it would be an 
economic spiral downward. Banks 
would be burdened with foreclosures. 
Local businesses would be hurt signifi-

cantly. Whole communities would be in 
an economic spiral downward. 

We are not just talking about second 
homes on a beach. We are not talking 
about that at all in Louisiana. This bill 
does not give any relief regarding sec-
ond homes, for instance. We are talk-
ing about a lot of communities and a 
real and unsustainable hit to our econ-
omy. 

On a third and final level, that re-
ality would ensure we don’t even get to 
the goal of these reforms, which is to 
make the system whole and fiscally 
sustainable. To do that we need more 
folks in the National Flood Insurance 
Program, not folks leaving and turning 
in their keys. That will kill any effort 
to make the program solid fiscally and 
sustainable fiscally. So on every level 
we cannot allow this to happen. 

The Menendez-Isakson bill, with the 
help of many other Members, including 
myself, was put together to get us to 
the right place. It takes the important 
first step to make sure we get it right, 
FEMA does the mapping correctly— 
which they are not doing in some cases 
now—and FEMA does the affordability 
study mandated in the original 
Biggert-Waters, but which FEMA has 
not even begun yet. We do all those 
things to get this right and avoid com-
pletely unaffordable rate increases. 

I urge my colleagues on a bipartisan 
basis to support this good bill. 

We also need your support in defeat-
ing the Toomey amendment and in 
waiving the budget point of order. Let 
me speak about those briefly. 

Senator TOOMEY’s amendment is very 
well intended, but it falls short, in my 
opinion. It limits any delay in rate in-
creases to 2 years, and some rate in-
creases continue for those 2 years. 
Most importantly, it doesn’t mandate 
and ensure that FEMA ever gets 
through this affordability study, ever 
makes recommendations to Congress 
for the ultimate fix, and doesn’t give us 
any time to react and legislate in that 
area. It doesn’t ensure in any way that 
FEMA gets its mapping right based on 
true sound science and engineering 
methodologies. 

That is just kicking the can down the 
road and not ensuring in any meaning-
ful way that we are going to get it 
right. That simply isn’t good enough. 

We need to tie in any delay to fig-
uring out the ultimate fix by having 
FEMA complete its affordability study, 
by making FEMA make recommenda-
tions to us, by giving us 6 months to 
act on those recommendations, by 
mandating that FEMA do its mapping 
correctly and not have rate increases 
before it rushes forward with incorrect 
mapping, which is going on right now 
in some cases. 

That is what the underlying bill does. 
That is what the Toomey amendment 
does not do—as well intended as it is. 

Secondly, there will be a budget 
point-of-order vote, and we do need 60 
votes to waive that budget point of 
order. I will vote ‘‘yes’’ to waive it—as 
a strong fiscal conservative—because 

this is necessary to get this national 
flood insurance system right and to 
make it fiscally sustainable. 

In fact, over the 10-year budget win-
dow that we normally use in scoring, 
this bill has no score over those 10 
years. It only has some scores in some 
intermediate periods of time, which 
gives rise to the budget point of order. 

I urge my colleagues to vote to waive 
that point of order, knowing there is 
no score over 10 years and also know-
ing that, quite frankly, the fiscal as-
sumptions about the current law are 
enormously flawed. The notion that we 
are going to make the National Flood 
Insurance Program more stable and 
more fiscally sustainable by having a 
bunch of premiums go up to $27,000 a 
year on a modest middle-class home is 
crazy. That is not going to get us to a 
better place. That is going to get to us 
a worse place. That is going to shrink 
the program and have people leave the 
program—paying no premiums, not 
paying higher premiums. 

Yet raising insurance premiums has 
to be part of the solution, but 
unaffordable premium increases aren’t 
part of the solution because people 
can’t afford to pay them. So they will 
pay zero instead of something substan-
tial. They will leave the program in-
stead of putting more homeowners and 
properties in the program, which is es-
sential to get to a strong and stable fis-
cal situation. 

Again, on a bipartisan basis, I urge 
my colleagues to support this bill—it is 
a very important step to stabilize and 
fix the situation—to defeat the Toomey 
amendment and to waive the budget 
point of order, which is absolutely nec-
essary in this process to support a good 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. I thank the Senator 

from Louisiana for his input into the 
legislation, his work, and his advocacy. 
I agree with him on the other under-
lying statements that he made, par-
ticularly as it relates to the necessity 
for the legislation, as well as the oppo-
sition to the Toomey amendment. 

I understand what Senator TOOMEY is 
trying to do, but I agree it doesn’t 
meet the ultimate challenge. I agree as 
well on the budget point of order for 
the reason Senator VITTER says. 

I thank the Senator for his support. 
I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time that 
takes place during any subsequent 
quorum calls—or the subsequent 
quorum call that I am going to ask 
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for—be equally divided on the Gilli-
brand amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIBUTE TO HADIYA PENDLETON 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay tribute to Hadiya Pen-
dleton, lost to gunfire 1 year ago today, 
January 29, 2013. She was 15 years old. 
She was gunned down while she was 
standing with friends at a park in Chi-
cago’s South Side. 

She was a very talented, caring girl 
with a bright future. She was a sopho-
more at King College Prep, an honor 
student, and a majorette in the school 
band. This is her photograph. Those 
who knew her talk about her warm 
heart, her big smile, and what a great 
friend she was to all of those around 
her. 

A week before her death, Hadiya was 
in Washington, DC, performing with 
her school band for President Barack 
Obama’s inaugural celebration. She 
was absolutely thrilled that as a high 
school student she could come out and 
perform for the President she loved. 

Days afterwards she was gunned 
down, murdered by men who allegedly 
mistook Hadiya and her friends for 
members of a rival street gang. I join 
with those in Chicago and across Amer-
ica who mourn this grim anniversary 
and I extend my condolences to her 
family. 

This last week or two—even longer 
now—it has been pretty cold in Chi-
cago, bitter cold: snow, ice, with people 
not going outside much. But I wanted 
to make a trip Saturday morning to 
visit Hadiya’s mom and dad on the oc-
casion of this sad anniversary. Her 
mom Cleo, her father Nate, and her 11- 
year-old brother Nate, Jr., as well as 
the extended family, are mourning her 
loss. 

We sat in their apartment Saturday 
morning and talked a little about her. 
We talked about what it meant, what 
the reaction had been. The parents 
were heartened that King College Prep 
had not forgotten their daughter, that 
today they were having a special ob-
servance and ceremony to remember 
her. It meant a lot to her mom and 
dad. 

They have been here before my judi-
ciary subcommittee when we discussed 
issues involving gun violence. They 
have been on television. They have 
made the rounds. But when you are 
there with them in their apartment, 
you know that after the cameras are 
gone and all the visitors are gone, it is 
still a sad remembrance of a beautiful 
young girl whose life was cut short. 

No family should have to experience 
what they went through, but like so 
many families who have lost loved ones 
to sudden violence, the Pendletons 
have decided to dedicate themselves to 
turning their pain into purpose. They 
are working to reduce the scourge of 
gun violence so that other families can 
be spared. They have established the 
Hadiya Pendleton Foundation in Chi-
cago to create a safe space for city 
youth and provide afterschool enrich-
ment programs to help kids avoid the 
violence on the streets. 

Incidentally, Hadiya was once fea-
tured in a public service announcement 
video where she said: It is your job as 
students to say no to gangs and yes to 
a great future. The foundation named 
after her will help other students reach 
that goal. I commend the family for 
their work on this foundation. I believe 
it will make a difference. 

Hadiya’s family, as I mentioned, 
traveled to Washington to talk about 
our laws and how to change them to 
avoid future violence. In particular, 
they have spoken out about the need to 
crack down on the gun supply to gang 
members. The current Federal laws on 
what we call straw purchasing and gun 
trafficking are an embarrassment. 
They are too weak. They need to be 
strengthened. I have joined with my 
colleague Senator MARK KIRK, my Re-
publican colleague, in a bipartisan ef-
fort, and a number of our colleagues 
have joined us to introduce tough legis-
lation to crack down on the straw pur-
chasing and trafficking. We call this 
bill the ‘‘Stop Illegal Trafficking in 
Firearms Act.’’ MARK KIRK likes to call 
it the Hadiya Pendleton Act. We agreed 
to name that key section after her 
since we believe this legislation just 
might reduce the senseless gang shoot-
ings such as the one that took her life. 

Straw purchasing, for any who don’t 
understand it, is when a thug’s 
girlfriend, who has no criminal record, 
goes to buy the gun and then hands it 
to him to commit a crime. He can’t 
buy it. He couldn’t walk in the store 
and buy it. He could never pass the 
background check, but she does. And 
when she passes it, she hands him the 
gun, and unfortunately violence and 
death can be the result. 

Last April, our antitrafficking legis-
lation got 58 votes on the floor of the 
Senate—58 votes—to stop the traf-
ficking of guns into the hands of crimi-
nals. That was a few votes short of 
what we needed. We are close. Our job 
is to convince just two or three more 
Senators to join us. 

The Pendleton family understands 
that even though this law seems so ob-
vious, so reasonable, and can save the 
lives of innocent people, it is going to 
be hard to come by. There is a gun 
lobby here in this town. They are very 
powerful. Their allies will do every-
thing they can to fight even the most 
popular commonsense reform, such as 
cracking down on illegal gun traf-
ficking. 

The gun lobby says we shouldn’t pass 
any new gun laws and that we should 

just enforce the laws already on the 
books. Actually, the gun lobby is in 
court every day trying to strike down 
the laws already on the books. But the 
bottom line is the gun lobby always 
seems to oppose laws that might re-
duce gun sales. They just want vol-
ume—volume of firearms sold. If they 
had their way, no questions would be 
asked. 

It is time to crack down on the sale 
of guns that end up in the hands of 
criminals and gang members. We need 
to push forward in Congress and state-
houses and in the law enforcement 
community with strong efforts to cut 
off the supply of straw-purchased, ille-
gally trafficked guns. The path may 
not be easy but it is the right path. 
And if we succeed, we will prevent 
crimes and save lives. 

I want to commend the Pendleton 
family for the courage they have shown 
in the face of their tragic loss. I com-
mend them for their efforts to try to 
spare other families. I hope lawmakers 
will reflect for one brief moment about 
this good family, who lost this great 
daughter and now has dedicated a big 
part of their lives to preventing shoot-
ings in the future. We owe Hadiya and 
her mom and dad and her memory our 
best efforts to make this a safer Amer-
ica. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2700 
Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and that I be 
allowed to call up amendment No. 2700. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. HELLER] 

proposes amendment numbered 2700. 

Mr. HELLER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To clarify that any private flood 

insurance policy accepted by a State shall 
satisfy the mandatory purchase require-
ment under the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973) 
At the end of title I, add the following: 

SEC. 1ll. AUTHORITY OF STATES TO REGULATE 
PRIVATE FLOOD INSURANCE. 

Section 102(b)(7) of the Flood Disaster Pro-
tection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(b)(7)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(7) PRIVATE FLOOD INSURANCE DEFINED.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘private flood in-
surance’ means an insurance policy that— 

‘‘(A) provides flood insurance coverage; 
‘‘(B) is issued by an insurance company 

that is— 
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‘‘(i) licensed, admitted, or otherwise ap-

proved to engage in the business of insurance 
in the State or jurisdiction in which the in-
sured building is located, by the insurance 
regulator of that State or jurisdiction; or 

‘‘(ii) eligible as a nonadmitted insurer to 
provide insurance in the State or jurisdic-
tion where the property to be insured is lo-
cated, in accordance with section 524 of the 
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act (15 U.S.C. 8204); and 

‘‘(C) is issued by an insurance company 
that is not otherwise disapproved as a sur-
plus lines insurer by the insurance regulator 
of the State or jurisdiction where the prop-
erty to be insured is located.’’. 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, I am 
here today to talk about the Heller-Lee 
amendment to the flood insurance leg-
islation we are currently considering. 
One of my core beliefs is that in order 
for Americans to succeed, regardless of 
the issue, we need more choices, we 
need higher competition, and we also 
need less cost. So let us talk about the 
NFIP. 

Right now, the National Federal In-
surance Program has a near monopoly 
on the flood insurance market. In fact, 
I think if you ask most Americans if 
they knew there were other flood in-
surance policies other than through 
NFIP, you would probably get a blank 
stare. What most people don’t know is 
that since the passage of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, private 
flood insurance has been understood to 
satisfy requirements and mandates to 
purchase flood insurance. In fact, when 
Congress passed the last flood insur-
ance reform package under Biggert- 
Waters, Congress reaffirmed the intent 
that private primary flood insurance 
should satisfy requirements and those 
of mandatory purchase. 

Unfortunately, due to the lack of leg-
islative language, there have been per-
vasive rejections of private primary 
flood insurance by most lenders. This 
is due to the fact that lenders are un-
sure about the validity of private-issue 
flood insurance, despite the fact this 
insurance has been issued and accepted 
in the past. For this reason, I, along 
with Senator LEE, have worked on an 
amendment that would provide clari-
fication and hopefully eliminate this 
uncertainty. 

The Heller-Lee amendment provides 
a simple and clear definition of what is 
acceptable private flood insurance. Our 
amendment would define acceptable 
private flood insurance as a policy that 
provides flood insurance coverage 
issued by an insurance company that is 
licensed, admitted, or otherwise ap-
proved to engage in the business of in-
surance in the State or jurisdiction in 
which the insured building is located. 

Private insurers are already subject 
to statutes and regulations in each and 
every State. State insurance commis-
sioners are the best regulators to allow 
and disallow any policy they deem 
proper or improper, and they have sig-
nificant ability to assure fair and equi-
table settlements of claims. 

Further encouragement of private 
sector participation in the flood insur-
ance market will help reduce the risks 

to which U.S. taxpayers are currently 
exposed. In fact, I would like to share 
some statements I just received from 
FEMA, after I asked FEMA if private 
flood insurance is a viable tool for 
some consumers to find lower cost op-
tions. FEMA stated: 

Private flood insurance would create com-
petition. It is possible some homeowners 
could find lower-cost options for flood insur-
ance as a result of privatized market com-
petition. 

So I ask my colleagues to support the 
Heller-Lee amendment so we can give 
the American public more choices, 
higher competition, and less cost when 
it comes to flood insurance. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mrs. FISCHER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
BALDWIN). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mrs. FISCHER. I ask to speak in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the floor. 

OBAMACARE 
Mrs. FISCHER. Madam President, I 

rise today on behalf of the 18,000 Ne-
braskans who have contacted me to ex-
press their concerns with the negative 
impacts of Obamacare. 

Rather than addressing these prob-
lems in last night’s State of the Union 
address, the President doubled down on 
the failed policy. 

Well, the President has had his 
chance to speak. Now it is time for my 
constituents to have their voices 
heard. 

The law is hurting my constituents. 
It is hurting middle class families. We 
now know that millions of Americans 
have lost their private health insur-
ance. 

Many who have successfully enrolled 
in the exchange have been forced into 
plans that do not meet their families’ 
needs. These plans often cost more but 
cover less. 

Treatments, even for those battling 
cancer, have been delayed. 

We learned this month that a woman 
named Josie Gracchi—who was diag-
nosed with breast cancer—recently lost 
her doctors. She was forced to postpone 
her scheduled biopsy and follow-up 
treatment. The reason: Josie’s insur-
ance rolled over into a new plan in an 
exchange under Obamacare at the start 
of the New Year. 

Seniors are losing their trusted doc-
tors, too. 

Americans are disclosing deeply per-
sonal information—including their 
health care histories and Social Secu-
rity numbers—to a flawed website ripe 
for hacking. 

If truth in advertising rules applied 
to Obamacare, it would be banned as an 
unfair and unreliable product. Let me 

give you an example. We were all told 
that this massive law would dramati-
cally expand coverage for the unin-
sured. Yet a recent Wall Street Journal 
article cites a McKinsey study that un-
dermined this promise. 

Only 11 percent of consumers who bought 
new coverage under the law were previously 
uninsured, according to a McKinsey & Co. 
survey of consumers thought to be eligible 
for the health-law marketplaces. 

One reason for people declining to purchase 
plans was affordability. That was cited by 
52% of those who had shopped for a new plan 
but not purchased one in McKinsey’s most 
recent sampling, performed in January. 

As it turns out, the ‘‘Affordable 
Care’’ Act is hardly affordable, and the 
vast majority of those who purchased 
insurance through the exchanges al-
ready had health insurance. 

Last week the CEO of Aetna, a major 
insurance company, said Obamacare 
was not attracting enough uninsured 
people to work. He said more premium 
increases are on the horizon. 

‘‘Are they going to be double-digit,’’ 
he said, ‘‘or are we going to get beat up 
because they’re double-digit or are we 
just going to have to pull out of the 
program?’’ 

And recently Moody’s downgraded 
health insurers from stable to negative 
based on uncertainty related to 
Obamacare. The downgrade is a result 
of the administration’s series of unilat-
eral changes, which only invite even 
more uncertainty. 

This pervasive uncertainty is also 
plaguing our small business owners, 
who are struggling with the onslaught 
of new regulations. Americans see se-
lective delays for some, but not all. 
Hardworking men and women—our en-
trepreneurs—are the backbone of our 
economy. Any sort of meaningful eco-
nomic recovery will only come when 
they have the confidence to grow and 
expand their businesses and that re-
quires certainty. 

Obamacare robs them of that cer-
tainty, and as a result the unemployed 
are robbed of jobs. 

It’s not just those searching for work 
who suffer from Obamacare’s heavy 
regulatory hand. Our senior citizens 
are at a loss as well. The Washington 
Post recently described challenges fac-
ing Medicare Advantage patients be-
cause of Obamacare. 

Obamacare has cut over half a tril-
lion dollars from Medicare. Now, insur-
ers are terminating physician net-
works. 

According to The Post: 
Insurers say they must shrink their physi-

cian networks because they face billions of 
dollars in government-payment cuts over the 
next decade—reductions that are being used 
partly to fund insurance coverage for mil-
lions of people under the federal Affordable 
Care Act. 

And it is not just our seniors, it is 
also the young. 

A recent study by the American Ac-
tion Forum found that it would be 
cheaper for 86 percent of young adults 
to forgo coverage. 

The study concluded: 
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Even after mandate penalty is fully imple-

mented, a majority of young adult house-
holds will find that it is financially advan-
tageous for them to forgo health insurance, 
pay the mandate penalty, and personally 
cover their own health care expenses. 

Without the participation of young, 
healthy people, we are told the whole 
system will collapse. Then what? 

To add insult to injury, some 
Obamacare proponents want taxpayers 
to pick up the tab for insurance compa-
nies assuming the whole system might, 
in fact, collapse. 

Instead of calling this a ‘‘bailout’’— 
which is what it is—they use terms 
that could only be coined in Wash-
ington—terms like ‘‘risk-corridors,’’ 
‘‘reinsurance funds,’’ or ‘‘risk-sharing 
protection.’’ 

The White House may even preemp-
tively alter portions of this program 
for big insurance companies before the 
law falls apart. I believe American tax-
payers have paid enough. That is why I 
cosponsored Senator MARCO RUBIO’s 
Obamacare Bailout Prevention Act. 

The President and big insurance com-
panies should not be permitted to force 
taxpayers to pay for the mess they cre-
ated. Nebraskans have no interest in 
any more bailouts. And they certainly 
cannot afford to pay for these sky- 
rocketing premium spikes. Just ask 
my constituent from Lincoln, who 
wrote me recently to share her story. 

She said: 
I spent 2 hours on the phone with 

Healthcare.gov. The Supervisor said she was 
going to try and reapply and reinstate my 
plan beginning January 1, 2014. . . 

After an hour long process everyone but 
my 15 year old son was approved for 
healthcare. So, then she tried to apply 
again. . . An hour later the system ‘crashed’ 
and she asked me to call back later. 

So I called back yesterday. I had to go 
through an hour long process again for sign-
ing up. . . at that point, all THREE of my 
children were completely denied coverage. 

My husband and I are seriously scared. . . 
if something catastrophic happens our fam-
ily will be ruined without healthcare for our 
children. 

These hardworking middle class fam-
ilies need relief. They are over-taxed 
and over-burdened. People are scared. 
The law has not brought what the 
President promised. The cost of this 
flawed law is depriving Nebraskans the 
opportunities to build their own fu-
tures and pursue their dreams. Scrap-
ping this law should be a priority for 
the Senate, the White House, and the 
country. It certainly is a top priority 
for me. We must repeal and replace this 
failed law now. Anything short of that 
is just irresponsible. Our constituents 
are counting on us—let’s not dis-
appoint them. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I am 
here to say hallelujah, that it looks as 
if we are finally coming to the point at 
which we can grant the homeowners 
and businesses of America some relief 
from the huge, gargantuan—tenfold 
sometimes—increases in flood insur-
ance premiums. We are going to be able 
to pass this legislation today, with a 
vote cutting off debate yesterday of 
over 80 votes. I mean, there were times 
we were just hoping to get to 60 votes. 
I think that overwhelming number fi-
nally tells the story Senator LANDRIEU 
has told. She has told this story from 
the housetops, from the basements, 
from the riverbanks, and from the gulf 
shores: Enough. She has told this story 
along with Senator MENENDEZ, who has 
shouted it from Cape May, NJ, all the 
way to the Port of New Jersey at the 
mouth of the Hudson. This Senator has 
shouted this from the State with the 
longest coastline of any State—save for 
Alaska—a State whose highest point in 
the entire State is about 350 feet, along 
riverbanks and lakes, as well as the 
coastal waters. Therefore, naturally, it 
is something we have to be concerned 
with, the flood protection, and there-
fore protecting the financial assets of 
folks—their homes and their busi-
nesses. They simply cannot take a ten-
fold increase all at once. 

Now we are going to pass it. Unfortu-
nately, there are still some folks who 
are trying to do us in. They are trying 
to do us in with subtle amendments 
that are going to try to seduce some 
Senators: Oh, doesn’t this sound good? 
But they are going to cut the heart out 
of it, and we have to reject those 
amendments. 

At the end of the day, we will have 
the votes here in the Senate and we 
will pass it. The question is, What will 
happen down there at the other end of 
the Capitol? Let’s just get a real big 
vote here, and that will send a message 
to our colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives that this is ‘‘no fooling’’ 
time, that these rate increases are al-
ready in effect as of January 1, and we 
need to stop the rate increases in order 
to have time for FEMA to do the af-
fordability study and therefore to see 
what is consumable among consumers, 
homeowners, business owners, and then 
have that be a consideration along 
with the actuarial soundness. 

I will conclude my remarks, before I 
thank Senator LANDRIEU, by saying 
that one of the toughest jobs I have 
ever had in public service—and I have 
been blessed with a lifetime of public 
service—was the elected insurance 
commissioner of Florida. I learned 
something about insurance during 
those years. This thing called actuarial 
soundness is a mathematical propo-
sition whereby the expected risk and 
the expected loss—you want to charge 
enough, if you are an insurance com-
pany, to handle that. That is the the-
ory of actuarial soundness. 

We know that part of the angst here 
about the Federal Flood Insurance Pro-
gram is that it, in essence, has been 

subsidized by American taxpayers be-
cause it was never charging enough. 
But the question is: What is the real 
risk? The 2005 flood losses in the Flood 
Insurance Program as a result of 
Katrina—which was not the garden va-
riety category 3 hurricane because the 
counterclockwise winds came on to 
Mississippi, not on to Louisiana. 

The back end of the hurricane on the 
counterclockwise rotation came across 
Lake Pontchartrain and filled the ca-
nals in New Orleans. The water pres-
sure became so great as the water level 
rose, and what you had were some 
faulty dikes. When the dikes were 
breached, part of New Orleans flooded, 
which caused massive financial loss. 

The other unusual event, which Sen-
ator MENENDEZ can tell you about, hap-
pened 1 year ago as a result of Hurri-
cane Sandy. Again, that was a very un-
usual occurrence. We could talk about 
climate change, but that is an issue for 
another day. It is very unusual for a 
category 1 hurricane to hit the north-
east coast of the United States in the 
late months when it is cold. Because 
the water is cold, it is not hot enough 
to fuel a hurricane, but this one did. 

The northeastern coast is not exactly 
as accustomed to hurricanes as we are 
in Florida, and as a result we saw mas-
sive losses not so much from the wind 
but from floods. 

The damage was not just along the 
coast. Look at what happened on the 
inland areas all the way through New 
England. So those were two unusual 
climatic events which resulted in huge 
losses. 

As you are calculating the actuarial 
soundness in order to adjust a flood in-
surance premium, should those be con-
sidered in what ordinary people—over 2 
million policies just in my State alone, 
40 percent of all the flood insurance 
policies in the State of Florida. That is 
why we also need that recalibrated and 
calculated so we can find out what is 
affordable in the affordability study. 

Finally, I can’t say enough about 
Senator LANDRIEU. This would not have 
happened without her. She has been 
dogged in her determination. She has 
been unyielding in her attempts to get 
this to where we are actually going to 
pass it in the Senate. I just want to ex-
press my personal appreciation for Sen-
ator LANDRIEU on behalf of the people 
of Florida, and, indeed, on behalf of the 
people of the United States. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. I ask unanimous con-

sent that I be permitted to proceed for 
up to 10 minutes as if in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS and Mr. 
NELSON pertaining to the introduction 
of S. 1970 are printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills 
and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. NELSON. Madam President, I 
yield the floor, and if no one else is 
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seeking recognition, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2706 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendment be set aside so I 
may call up amendment No. 2706. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 

WHITEHOUSE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 2706. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To exempt natural resource agen-

cies from fees for flood insurance rate map 
change requests) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. EXEMPTION FROM FEES FOR CERTAIN 

MAP CHANGE REQUESTS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, a requester shall be exempt from sub-
mitting a review or processing fee for a re-
quest for a flood insurance rate map change 
based on a habitat restoration project that is 
funded in whole or in part with Federal or 
State funds, including dam removal, culvert 
redesign or installation, or the installation 
of fish passage. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, I wish to say a few words about 
this amendment which I hope we can 
pass. I think it is an amendment that 
will find strong bipartisan support. 

I am from New England and across 
New England—and I suspect in Wis-
consin and across the country as well— 
communities are trying to restore old 
rivers to their healthy state. What we 
see in New England, particularly in 
Rhode Island with our history of the 
Industrial Revolution, is that our early 
industrial history was powered by hy-
dropower. It was powered by damming 
rivers and then diverting some of the 
flow through a wheel that then drove 
the engines of industry—the mills, for 
instance, that were so important to 
Rhode Island’s industrial history. That 
is not true just of Rhode Island; it is 
true across New England, and I suspect 
it is true in a lot of places across the 
country. 

As local communities are restoring 
these old rivers—they tend to be small 
rivers, particularly in New England, 
and these tend to be old dams—what 
we want to do is remove the old dams 
so the original flow is restored or we 
want to rebuild or maybe even redesign 
culverts so the flow of the river 
through the culvert permits the pas-
sage of fish. In some cases, we want to 
fully keep the dam but build a fish pas-
sage, so the fish that are working their 
way upstream to their traditional 

breeding grounds find a passage and 
aren’t blocked by dams. Again, this is 
part of bringing these old rivers back 
to life. When we do that, in my State, 
it is usually towns—small towns 
often—and local community organiza-
tions that have to apply in order to 
make those changes. 

Part of the application process is a 
flood map revision to show what a 
change—removing the dam or changing 
the culvert or adding the fish ladder— 
will make on downstream conditions 
and so the flood map gets redone. The 
flood map gets filed with FEMA, and 
FEMA requires a processing fee of 
more than $5,000 in order to review and 
accept the flood map revision. 

What actually happens in practice is 
that the town or the local organization 
that is filing the flood map revision, 
because they are repairing or replacing 
the dam or providing fish passage for 
it, will apply to waive that fee. Vir-
tually always—at least in Rhode Is-
land, and I think around the country— 
FEMA is willing to waive that fee. 

But the problem is, these are small 
organizations and these are small 
towns, and it takes actually a consider-
able effort to put together the fee waiv-
er application. So you may save $5,500 
in the form of the FEMA fee, but you 
will spend maybe close to that much on 
your lawyers and engineers and on 
time and trouble in working together 
to get that application done. 

So since these fees usually get 
waived anyway, this amendment would 
just cut to the chase and say there is 
no fee. And because there is no fee, now 
you do not have to apply for a fee waiv-
er. That will help the small towns and 
the small organizations that are often 
behind these small projects; and I mean 
dams that are only just 4 or 5 feet tall 
sometimes. The redesign of a culvert is 
not a major effort. It is very important 
to local communities, very important 
to local fishermen, very important to 
local canoers and outdoorsmen, but not 
a terrifically big deal. 

I hope we can agree to eliminate that 
bureaucratic requirement. Neither 
NOAA nor FEMA have expressed any 
objection whatsoever to this amend-
ment. 

If I can close, I will read a statement 
by Chris Fox, who is executive director 
of the Wood-Pawcatuck Watershed As-
sociation. The Wood River and 
Pawcatuck River run through western 
Rhode Island, and they are wonderful 
rivers. I have actually canoed and 
kayaked them both and enjoyed it im-
mensely. He had to go through this fee 
waiver process for a set of projects on 
the Upper Pawcatuck River, and he 
writes: 

This Amendment will avert lengthy 
project delays and reduce the cost of these 
environmentally beneficial projects nation-
wide. . . . On behalf of the wildlife, water, 
and people who reside in, and depend upon 
the health of the Wood-Pawcatuck Water-
shed, I thank you and all those who support 
this Amendment. 

I hope all my colleagues will join to-
gether to earn Chris Fox’s thanks for 

this, I hope, noncontroversial and bene-
ficial amendment. 

I thank the Presiding Officer. 
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SHELBY. Madam President, I 
rise today in opposition to S. 1926. In 
July of 2012, after over 7 years of nego-
tiations in the Congress, the Congress 
finally passed the Biggert-Waters Act, 
the first significant flood insurance re-
authorization bill since the creation of 
the National Flood Insurance Program 
in 1968. 

One of the goals of the reform at that 
time was to ensure—yes, to ensure— 
that the 5.6 million flood insurance pol-
icyholders in this country could collect 
on their policies if they were ever to 
suffer a flood loss, something that can-
not be guaranteed by the Flood Insur-
ance Program that is currently $25 bil-
lion in debt. 

The program basically is bankrupt 
and only operating by the grace of the 
American taxpayer. Historically, the 
flood insurance premiums have not 
covered costs because the program was 
not designed to be actuarially sound. 
Essentially, it was flawed from the be-
ginning when it was created in 1968. 

The National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968 authorized subsidized rates to en-
courage participation in the Flood In-
surance Program, especially for prop-
erties in high-risk locations. The 
Biggert-Waters legislation changed all 
this by requiring that the program be 
actuarially sound, that flood insurance 
rates reflect actual risk, and that the 
program eliminate its debt. 

The sponsors of the legislation before 
us now have said that the moment 
Biggert-Waters was signed into law by 
the President they began working to 
roll back the reforms. Before they had 
any clear knowledge of how the 
changes in that legislation would be 
implemented, how mapping would af-
fect homeowners, how flood insurance 
rates would change or whom might be 
pulled into the program and whom 
might be pulled out. 

If my colleagues are hoping to dis-
mantle the Flood Insurance Program, 
then they should support this legisla-
tion because that is exactly what it 
will do. However, if they are looking to 
address the unintended consequences of 
Biggert-Waters, then we should take a 
more measured approach like we do on 
most legislation. If there are afford-
ability concerns that they are seeking 
to address, then I think we should find 
a way to address them. 

If they are attempting to address 
economic impacts that were not con-
templated in the Biggert-Waters Act, 
then we should find alternative ap-
proaches that minimize those impacts. 
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If they believe that the rate at which 
Biggert-Waters phases in risk-based 
premiums needs to be reconsidered, 
then we should discuss alternative in-
creases. 

Unfortunately, this legislation does 
not specifically address those issues. S. 
1926, coupled with the provisions that 
the sponsors included in the recently 
passed omnibus appropriations act, will 
stop all changes in the Federal Flood 
Insurance Program. Those efforts will 
ensure that mapping revisions which 
we desperately need do not move for-
ward, that premium increases are halt-
ed, and, even more disturbing, that 
homeowners never truly learn their 
real flood insurance risk. 

I believe people in America deserve 
to know the cost and risk of where 
they live. Taxpayers deserve to have 
those who choose to live in harm’s way 
assume their own risk. The proponents 
of this legislation want to continue to 
burden, I believe, an already over-bur-
dened and bankrupt Federal insurance 
program. They are not seeking to ad-
dress a few discrete problems with the 
flood insurance reforms passed in 2012. 

Make no mistake, they want to stop 
it all. I concede, like any legislation, 
there were issues with the implementa-
tion of Biggert-Waters that were not 
anticipated. But those can be addressed 
in other ways that do not require the 
‘‘stop everything’’ approach that the 
proponents of this legislation are basi-
cally advocating. 

Congress is often criticized for being 
unable to fix anything. In 2012, we took 
a very significant step toward fixing 
the National Flood Insurance Program 
after 7 years of work. Now we have a 
bill before us that will undo virtually 
every reform that was enacted less 
than 2 years ago. 

I urge the proponents of the bill 
today to follow regular order and to 
take this bill through the committee 
process where it can be debated and 
amended and where people can be 
heard. Absent that, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting against 
this legislation in favor of a more 
measured approach which will preserve 
what is needed in the Biggert-Waters 
legislation and change only that which 
needs to be changed. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TESTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TESTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of my speech, Senator REED 
of Rhode Island be the next Democratic 
speaker. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TESTER. I come to the floor to 
speak against the Coburn amendment. 

I know the good Senator from Okla-
homa hasn’t brought up this amend-
ment yet, but this is the time I have 
available to speak about it. If he 
doesn’t bring it up, God bless him, but 
if he does bring it up, hopefully these 
comments will be able to impact some 
of the Members of this body. 

Before I talk about the Coburn 
amendment, I thank Senators MENEN-
DEZ, LANDRIEU, and ISAKSON for includ-
ing legislation that is very important 
to Senator JOHANNS and me in this im-
portant flood insurance bill. 

Title II of the underlying bill is actu-
ally the National Association of Reg-
istered Agents and Brokers Reform Act 
or, as I refer to it, NARAB. NARAB is 
legislation Senator JOHANNS and I in-
troduced last year. It creates a non-
profit association to provide one-stop 
licensing for insurance agents and bro-
kers operating outside of their home 
States, while also fully preserving the 
authority of the State insurance regu-
lators to supervise these markets. 

Currently, an insurance agent or 
broker seeking to operate in multiple 
States must meet different State-spe-
cific licensing requirements for each 
State and seek approval for each 
State’s jurisdiction. This process can 
be time-consuming, costly, redundant, 
and sometimes contradictory—without 
providing any greater consumer protec-
tion. That is a big disincentive for 
agents and brokers who try to grow 
their business. 

This is not a new issue for the insur-
ance industry. Congress recognized the 
need to reform the insurance licensing 
system 15 years ago in 1999 when it in-
corporated the National Association of 
Registered Agents and Brokers subtitle 
into the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act. Un-
fortunately, during consideration of 
the act, Congress did not provide for 
the immediate establishment of 
NARAB. Instead, it included provisions 
to simply encourage State reciprocity 
for licensing. As a result, Gramm- 
Leach-Bliley wasn’t able to achieve the 
level of reciprocity and uniformity 
Congress had hoped for, and these ef-
forts became something of a dead end. 
That is why we are considering this im-
portant legislation today. 

Title II would provide insurance 
agents and brokers with the option of 
becoming a member of NARAB, pro-
vided that they meet the professional 
standards set by the association and 
undergo a criminal background check. 

NARAB will streamline the licensing 
process for agents and brokers, ena-
bling them to be licensed once under a 
single high national licensing standard 
rather than follow different State 
standards. This will save time, and it 
will save money. The association will 
set rigorous professional and consumer 
protection standards, including the re-
quirement that all association mem-
bers undergo criminal background 
checks, and, for the first time, con-
tinuing education standards for non-
resident producers. In addition to set-
ting rigorous professional standards, 

the association will let agents and bro-
kers renew their licenses all at once 
and fully preserve the ability of regu-
lators to protect consumers, supervise 
and discipline agents and brokers. 

Currently, on average, insurance 
agents sell their products in eight 
States, with many of them serving 
even more. A one-stop licensing com-
pliance mechanism will benefit all 
agents and brokers but particularly the 
smaller agents and brokers who must 
spend time and money dealing with dif-
ferent standards in different States. A 
one-stop shop for insurance licensing 
will help smaller players compete 
against their larger competitors. More 
opportunity is good for small busi-
nesses, and more competition is good 
for consumers. However, the amend-
ment I referred to in my opening that 
may be offered by the good Senator 
from Oklahoma would render NARAB 
meaningless by giving States the abil-
ity to ignore NARAB’s cross-State li-
censing abilities. 

The concept of NARAB was first de-
veloped when Congress passed Gramm- 
Leach-Bliley in 1999, but, again, the 
measure wasn’t able to achieve the 
measure of uniformity and reciprocity 
it hoped for. Title II represents decades 
of efforts and will finally achieve the 
goals laid out in Gramm-Leach-Bliley 
in a way that ensures that regulators 
can continue to protect consumers. 

I appreciate and understand the con-
cerns of my friend from Oklahoma, and 
I share his interest in making sure we 
preserve States rights, but I also want 
to make clear that we tried to provide 
an opt-out for States when Gramm- 
Leach-Bliley was implemented 14 years 
ago. With all due respect, it simply did 
not work. That is why we are debating 
this bill today. 

I would like to take a minute and 
talk about how this legislation pro-
tects States rights. Every State would 
retain all authority to license its resi-
dent agents and brokers. The associa-
tion would be required to notify States 
when agents and brokers apply for 
membership, letting States notify 
NARAB of any reason membership 
should not be granted for a producer. 

Additionally, because the association 
would be in communication with all 
State insurance regulators, this notifi-
cation measure will prevent bad actors 
with violations in one State from sim-
ply moving to another State because 
their record would now follow them. 

States will also have significant con-
trol over NARAB. The nonprofit asso-
ciation would be governed by a board of 
directors dominated by State insurance 
regulators and chaired by a State in-
surance regulator. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Oklahoma also implies this legislation 
somehow imposes unfunded mandates 
on States or compels States to take 
some action, and this simply isn’t the 
case. 

The legislation also ensures States 
remain responsible for the oversight 
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and day-to-day regulation of the insur-
ance marketplace. States will main-
tain exclusive control over the regula-
tion and marketplace activities, con-
sumer protection requirements, unfair 
trade practices, and other important 
areas. 

Under this bill, we preserve the long-
standing authority of States to super-
vise insurance producers. Any agent or 
broker who obtains the authority to 
operate in a jurisdiction through 
NARAB is still subject to the full regu-
latory authority of that State and 
must comply with all marketplace re-
quirements. 

Under our proposal we ensure States 
will continue to receive insurance li-
censing fees, which will be collected by 
NARAB and remitted to the States. 

This legislation is strongly supported 
by the National Association of State 
Insurance Commissioners, the National 
Association of Insurance and Financial 
Advisers, the Council of Insurance 
Agents and Brokers, and the Inde-
pendent Insurance Agents and Brokers 
of America. Its purpose is thwarted if 
the amendment of the good Senator 
from Oklahoma is adopted. 

If NARAB cannot offer producers the 
ability to fulfill their licensing obliga-
tions in all jurisdictions, then NARAB 
offers very little value for those agents 
and brokers who would otherwise par-
ticipate and would create uncertainty 
about whether individual States might 
opt out in the future. 

So I urge my colleagues, if the good 
Senator from Oklahoma decides to 
bring up his amendment, to oppose 
that amendment. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2697 
Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I am 

waiting on Senator MENENDEZ to come 
to the floor on a point of order, but I do 
ask unanimous consent that we tempo-
rarily set aside the pending amend-
ment so I may call up my amendment 
No. 2697. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 

COBURN] for himself and Mr. MCCAIN, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2697. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To allow States to opt-out of par-

ticipation in the National Association of 
Registered Agents and Brokers) 
At the end of section 330 of subtitle C of 

title III of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, as 
added by section 202(a), insert the following: 

‘‘(c) STATE OPT-OUT-RIGHTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any State, as described 

in section 333(9)(A), may elect not to partici-

pate in the Association, and insurance pro-
ducers doing business in that State shall be 
subject to all otherwise applicable insur-
ance-related laws, rules, and regulations of 
that State. 

‘‘(2) PROCEDURE.—A State, as described in 
section 333(9)(A), that elects not to partici-
pate in the Association under paragraph (1) 
shall do so by enacting legislation indicating 
such election. 

‘‘(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF OPT-OUT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the effective date of an 
election by a State, as described in section 
333(9)(A), not to participate in the Associa-
tion under paragraph (1) is 2 years after the 
date on which the State enacts legislation 
under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(B) IMMEDIATELY EFFECTIVE OPT-OUT.—An 
election by a State, as described in section 
333(9)(A), not to participate in the Associa-
tion under paragraph (1) shall take effect 
upon the enactment of legislation under 
paragraph (2) if such legislation is enacted 
not later than 180 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

‘‘(4) EXCLUSION OF INSURANCE PRODUCERS.— 
No insurance producer, the home State, as 
described in section 333(9)(A), of which has 
made an election not to participate in the 
Association under paragraph (1), may be-
come a member of the Association. 

‘‘(5) NOTIFICATION OF OPT-OUT.—A State, as 
described in section 333(9)(A), that elects not 
to participate in the Association under para-
graph (1) shall notify the Board and the pri-
mary insurance regulatory authority of each 
State of such election. 

‘‘(6) CHANGE IN ELECTION.— 
‘‘(A) OPT-IN.—A State, as described in sec-

tion 333(9)(A), that has elected not to partici-
pate in the Association under paragraph (1) 
may elect to participate in the Association 
by enacting legislation indicating such elec-
tion. 

‘‘(B) EFFECTIVE DATE OF OPT-IN.—An elec-
tion by a State, as described in section 
333(9)(A), to participate in the Association 
under subparagraph (A) shall take effect 
upon the enactment of the legislation indi-
cating such election. 

‘‘(C) NOTIFICATION OF OPT-IN.—A State, as 
described in section 333(9)(A), that has elect-
ed to participate in the Association under 
subparagraph (A) shall notify the Board and 
the primary insurance regulatory authority 
of each State of such election. 

In section 334 of subtitle C of title III of 
the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, as added by 
section 202(a), strike paragraph (9) and insert 
the following: 

‘‘(9) STATE.—The term ‘State’— 
‘‘(A) means any State, the District of Co-

lumbia, any territory of the United States, 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, the 
Virgin Islands, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands; and 

‘‘(B) does not include any State (as de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)) that has made 
an election not to participate in the Associa-
tion under section 330(c)(1). 

Mr. COBURN. I see Senator MENEN-
DEZ is now on the floor, and what I 
wish to do is talk a little about this 
bill. 

This bill is going to add $900 million 
in additional budget authority and out-
lays over the next 5 years with no off-
sets, period. The sponsors claim the 
bill is offset over 10 years but relies on 
a budget gimmick that assumes Con-
gress would not raise the NFIP bor-
rowing authority once it hits the cap. 
That has never happened. And in the 
absence of sufficient borrowing author-

ity, the program would delay payments 
of insurance claims until additional re-
sources became available. So in reality 
this bill will add another $2.1 billion in 
debt to the NFIP while making no sub-
stantive changes to address afford-
ability issues. 

Even the administration states that 
delaying implementation of these re-
forms would further erode the financial 
position of the NFIP, which is already 
$24 billion in debt. This delay would 
also reduce FEMA’s ability to pay fu-
ture claims made by all policyholders. 
NFIP is unaffordable to the American 
people as the program is currently al-
ready more than $24 billion in debt. 

The pending measure, S. 1926, a bill 
to delay the implementation of certain 
provisions of the Biggert-Waters Flood 
Insurance Reform Act of 2012, and to 
reform the National Association of 
Registered Agents and Brokers, and for 
other purposes, would violate the Sen-
ate pay-go rule and increase the def-
icit. Therefore, I raise a point of order 
on this measure, pursuant to sections 
201(a) of S. Con. Res. 21, the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
2008. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 
pursuant to section 904 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and the waiv-
er provisions of applicable budget reso-
lutions, I move to waive all applicable 
sections of that Act and applicable 
budget resolutions for purposes of the 
pending bill, and I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays are ordered. 
The motion to waive is debatable. 
The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. COBURN. Madam President, this 

country is in serious trouble with its 
debt, its unfunded liabilities, and its 
continual habit by its elected rep-
resentatives to not live within its 
means. 

Waiving the Budget Act so that we 
can delay a reform on something that 
needs to be reformed does not make 
sense. I have no doubt I won’t win this 
budget point of order, but the Amer-
ican people need to be paying atten-
tion. Here we go again, not doing the 
hard, tough work of making choices 
about priorities. 

We passed a bill, the Biggert-Waters 
bill, it was signed into law, and now, 
because it is starting to come into ef-
fect, we are going to delay it for 4 
years. It is going to cost billions. Then 
we are not going to solve the problem. 
And don’t forget, this is not about 
keeping Biggert-Waters intact, it is 
about making it go away. That is what 
it is about. 

I am adamantly opposed to the waiv-
er of the Budget Act and I will await 
the call of the Chair on the vote. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
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Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, 

briefly, I appreciate the longstanding 
views of my colleague from Oklahoma 
on a variety of fiscal issues, but on this 
one I must say I have a disagreement 
with him. This isn’t about doing away 
with Biggert-Waters, because the re-
ality is that of the 1 percent of prop-
erties that equal 33 percent of all 
claims, there is nothing set aside for 
that 1 percent that creates 33 percent 
of all the claims. It remains as it ex-
isted in Biggert-Waters. 

As a matter of fact, overwhelmingly, 
we keep most of the Biggert-Waters re-
forms in the legislation. The one thing 
we are doing is creating a pause for 
those property owners who have obeyed 
the rules, followed their responsibil-
ities, built in new standards and now 
find themselves, notwithstanding hav-
ing done all those things, in the midst 
of a lot of hurt and rate shock. 

In fact, some of us foresaw this, evi-
denced by the fact that I raised these 
issues as a member of the Senate bank-
ing committee, where this bill was 
heard, and when I couldn’t achieve any 
affordability elements, I got an afford-
ability study included, which study 
should be completed before we actually 
put into force skyrocketing premiums 
that are going to what, create greater 
stability for the fund? No. 

What is insurance about? Insurance 
is about spreading risk over a wider 
pool. So what happens when people 
simply can’t meet those skyrocketing 
premiums, as evidenced by the many 
stories our colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle have come to talk about on 
the floor? What happens when they, in 
essence, have to say: I can’t have insur-
ance or I am going to turn my house 
over to the mortgage company because 
I can’t sustain that policy or I will 
have to sell the property at a fire sale? 
What happens then? The pool grows 
smaller. What are the consequences of 
the risk pool growing smaller? Prices 
rise. And when prices rise even more 
for everybody else, what happens 
again? The risk pool grows smaller. 
And when the risk pool grows smaller, 
the prices rise again. 

So this isn’t about undoing Biggert- 
Waters. On the contrary, this is about 
getting it right. This is about fulfilling 
the element of the law that said there 
must be an affordability study so we 
can determine what type of afford-
ability mechanism would exist in the 
law so that ultimately we make sure 
we have a solvent program and, at the 
same time, be able to keep the single 
most significant asset any family has 
in this country, which is their home. 

That is what we are trying do here, 
and that is why I urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to support the 
waiver of the budget point of order. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I 

understand Senator REED has been 
waiting to speak about his amendment 
and the unanimous consent agreement 

allows for that. I would like 30 seconds 
to respond to the Coburn amendment. I 
see the Senator from Tennessee, and I 
am not sure what brings him to the 
floor, but if I can have 30 seconds to re-
spond to the Coburn amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. I want to underscore 

what the Senator from New Jersey just 
said. If our efforts were to repeal the 
Biggert-Waters bill, we would have 
drafted one to do so. This is not repeal-
ing Biggert-Waters. This is an honest, 
good-faith attempt to make the flood 
insurance program work. So we are in-
sisting the affordability study be done 
first, we are insisting the maps be ac-
curate, and we are insisting that 
FEMA recognize levees that taxpayers 
have built with their own money. Is 
that too much to ask? I mean, think 
about that: An affordability study, to 
recognize levees that are built, and to 
make sure people can afford these 
rates. 

I know my 30 seconds is up. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against the Coburn 
point of order and to help us move this 
important bill to the House of Rep-
resentatives with a strong vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2703 
Mr. REED. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and that I be 
permitted to call up my amendment 
No. 2703. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. REED] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2703. 

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the amendment be 
waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require the Administrator of 

the Federal Emergency Management Agen-
cy to conduct a study to assess voluntary 
community-based flood insurance options) 
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ll. STUDY OF VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY- 
BASED FLOOD INSURANCE OPTIONS. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Administrator 

shall conduct a study to assess options, 
methods, and strategies for making available 
voluntary community-based flood insurance 
policies through the National Flood Insur-
ance Program. 

(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The study conducted 
under paragraph (1) shall— 

(A) take into consideration and analyze 
how voluntary community-based flood insur-
ance policies— 

(i) would affect communities having vary-
ing economic bases, geographic locations, 
flood hazard characteristics or classifica-
tions, and flood management approaches; 
and 

(ii) could satisfy the applicable require-
ments under section 102 of the Flood Dis-

aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a); 
and 

(B) evaluate the advisability of making 
available voluntary community-based flood 
insurance policies to communities, subdivi-
sions of communities, and areas of residual 
risk. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—In conducting the 
study required under paragraph (1), the Ad-
ministrator may consult with the Comp-
troller General of the United States, as the 
Administrator determines is appropriate. 

(b) REPORT BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.— 
(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 18 

months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Administrator shall submit to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report that contains the re-
sults and conclusions of the study conducted 
under subsection (a). 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under 
paragraph (1) shall include recommendations 
for— 

(A) the best manner to incorporate vol-
untary community-based flood insurance 
policies into the National Flood Insurance 
Program; and 

(B) a strategy to implement voluntary 
community-based flood insurance policies 
that would encourage communities to under-
take flood mitigation activities, including 
the construction, reconstruction, or im-
provement of levees, dams, or other flood 
control structures. 

(c) REPORT BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.— 
Not later than 6 months after the date on 
which the Administrator submits the report 
required under subsection (b), the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall— 

(1) review the report submitted by the Ad-
ministrator; and 

(2) submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and 
the Committee on Financial Services of the 
House of Representatives a report that con-
tains— 

(A) an analysis of the report submitted by 
the Administrator; 

(B) any comments or recommendations of 
the Comptroller General relating to the re-
port submitted by the Administrator; and 

(C) any other recommendations of the 
Comptroller General relating to community- 
based flood insurance policies. 

Mr. REED. Madam President, my 
amendment would require the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency— 
FEMA—to study and report on the ad-
visability of establishing voluntary 
community-based flood insurance poli-
cies under the National Flood Insur-
ance Program—NFIP. The Government 
Accountability Office would be re-
quired to review and comment on 
FEMA’s study. 

The study will help answer important 
questions about how such voluntary 
community-based policies could be im-
plemented within the National Flood 
Insurance Program. It does not commit 
FEMA, the Congress, or local commu-
nities to take any action. It simply 
calls for fact-finding and analysis that 
could provide the basis for improve-
ments to the flood insurance program. 

The idea of community-based flood 
insurance is to assess the risk for all 
properties within a community and 
collect premiums from the community 
rather than from individual property 
owners. By purchasing insurance at the 
community level, willing local govern-
ments—and I emphasize willing and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:53 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G29JA6.036 S29JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

3T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S575 January 29, 2014 
voluntary—may be able to spread the 
cost of premiums equitably among 
property owners. In addition, they may 
be able to increase participation in the 
flood insurance program, including 
among property owners who are within 
the 100-year flood plain but who are not 
subject to the mandatory purchase re-
quirement because they do not carry a 
federally backed mortgage. Expanding 
participation would ensure that all 
properties in the flood plain have cov-
erage from risk. 

Beyond increasing coverage and par-
ticipation, community-based insurance 
may also offer new opportunities and 
incentives for communities to deal 
with affordability, including by under-
taking mitigation efforts that will re-
duce risk and insurance costs. Indeed, 
the amendment specifically requires 
FEMA to develop a strategy that incor-
porates mitigation into its rec-
ommendations for community-based 
policies. 

For communities in Rhode Island and 
along the east coast that are dealing 
with the aftermath of Hurricane Sandy 
and the reality of sea level rise and cli-
mate change, this could offer another 
tool to prepare. 

There are important questions to be 
answered about the feasibility of such 
an option and how it might be offered. 
That is what this amendment seeks to 
do. A study of this option has been in-
cluded in separate amendments and 
bills sponsored by proponents and op-
ponents of the underlying bill, and it 
has been approved by the House twice 
as a freestanding bill. 

Indeed, it has been part of bills or 
amendments sponsored or cosponsored 
by Chairman JOHNSON, Senator CRAPO, 
Senator SHELBY, and Senator LAN-
DRIEU. 

I thank the managers and authors of 
the underlying bill—Senators MENEN-
DEZ, LANDRIEU, and ISAKSON—for their 
work. They have done an extraordinary 
job in working to ensure my amend-
ment could be considered. I believe this 
amendment will add to the goals of the 
underlying bill of which I am a cospon-
sor. Given the bipartisan support for 
this concept, I hope it could be adopted 
by a voice vote. 

Before I yield the floor, one point. We 
have another emergency that is facing 
us, not only floods and rising waters, 
but unemployment insurance. I ask if 
we could continue the bipartisan dialog 
we have had. I salute my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle who have 
been principled in their pursuit of this 
objective, and we can move on that 
issue also. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I 

rise to address the amendment I have. 
I will formally ask to call it up in a few 
moments, but I wish to say a few words 
about it. I would like to start with a 
little bit of background and a reminder 
of how we got here and the cir-
cumstances that brought us to this 
point. 

It all started, of course, with a com-
pletely unsustainable National Flood 
Insurance Program. I don’t think there 
is any dispute that this program is 
massively in debt, it has been com-
pletely under water, it was insolvent, 
and there was no prospect for this to 
right itself because of the massive sub-
sidies for homeowners of all stripes. 

By the way, in addition to being fis-
cally insolvent and therefore a huge 
drain for taxpayers, it has a lot of very 
bad incentives. When you subsidize 
homes built in dangerous places, you 
subsidize and encourage homes to be 
rebuilt there, homes to be bought in 
places that are dangerous and costly. 
So there are problems inherent. The 
CBO was very clear about this. This 
program was not going to be able to 
honor its commitments. That is what 
happens when a program like this is in-
solvent and is unreformed: People who 
think they have insurance for their 
home end up discovering one day that 
they don’t because of its insolvency. 

So along came the Biggert-Waters 
approach to reform the National Flood 
Insurance Program and to put it in a 
position where it would actually be sol-
vent and would actually be able to 
honor the policies people are paying 
for. 

It was September of 2011 that the 
Senate banking committee took up the 
reforms, and they passed it with a 
voice vote. In other words, there was 
no dissent. There was no objection to 
the Biggert-Waters reforms. That was, 
of course, after many hearings. This 
had been discussed at length for many 
years before we got to that point. But 
we did. We passed it in the banking 
committee. 

In June of 2012—so less than 2 years 
ago—Biggert-Waters, the flood insur-
ance reform program—was wrapped 
into another bill. It was wrapped into 
the MAP–21 Transportation bill and it 
passed—and it passed with over-
whelming support. As a matter of fact, 
as it happens, every single Democratic 
Senator who was in the Chamber voted 
in favor of the Biggert-Waters reforms 
I think in part because they under-
stood this program needed to be re-
formed, and I think we all believe this 
program needs to be in a fiscally sus-
tainable place. 

So the final passage of that bill less 
than 2 years ago required the reforms 
of Biggert-Waters, which includes as 
central to those reforms that over time 
everybody who participates in the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program will 
eventually be paying actuarially sound 
rates—rates that actually reflect the 
risk of their home, so taxpayers 
wouldn’t be on the hook and they 
wouldn’t be subject to the worry about 
whether this program is going to go 
away altogether. 

That is where we were when, lo and 
behold, we start to discover that for 
some people premium increases are 
going to be very dramatic. I have heard 
a lot from Pennsylvanians. This is a 
problem with the Biggert-Waters re-
form. 

One of the problems I suspect a lot of 
folks did not anticipate was that the 
premium spikes would be quite sub-
stantial and happen over a pretty short 
period of time. There is a phase-in 
under the Biggert-Waters reforms, but 
it is quick, and it is very problematic 
for that relatively small handful of 
people who would be adversely af-
fected, because it turns out that the re-
mapping determines that they are in a 
higher risk profile than had previously 
been understood or, if they had built 
their home prior to the initial 
mappings, they wouldn’t be subject to 
the premium increase. But upon sale of 
their homes, the premium increase 
would go into effect, and it would go 
into effect immediately. And that of 
course can have a devastating impact 
on the value of a person’s home. 

I want to be very clear. There is no 
question in my mind that if we don’t 
do anything, if we simply leave 
Biggert-Waters alone, that has an un-
acceptable impact on people who are 
adversely affected in the form of pre-
mium increases that are way too big 
way too quickly. And that is not the 
right outcome. We shouldn’t settle for 
that. 

I know cases in Pennsylvania where 
people are facing thousands of dollars 
in increase. In some cases it is imme-
diate. In a case where they are going to 
be selling their home, the new buyer 
would face that immediately. In other 
cases, it is phased in quickly. 

The Menendez approach—the under-
lying bill we are debating today—deals 
with this, but it deals with this in the 
wrong way. It deals with this by com-
pletely suspending all the reforms. It 
completely dispenses with the idea 
that we should move toward an actu-
arially sound program. It says for 4 
years there will be no change in pre-
miums. 

It is hard not to see this as a measure 
designed to kill the reform. I under-
stand it is painful to have any pre-
mium increase, but to say that the re-
sponse should be to abandon any effort 
to move to a fiscally sound, actuarially 
based program can’t be right. To do 
that is to completely throw out the re-
forms that took so many years to get. 

And, by the way, it doesn’t provide 
any certainty for the homeowners it is 
meant to protect—where for 4 years 
nothing happens, and after the fourth 
year nobody knows what happens. I 
know it is the intent of some to con-
tinue indefinitely without making any 
changes, but that is not a solution. 
This is an insolvent program. 

What that means is we will get to the 
day—relatively soon, according to 
CBO—when the National Flood Insur-
ance Program will simply be unable to 
honor the commitments it has made. It 
will not have the resources. It will not 
have the borrowing authority. It will 
run out of money. And people who then 
get their homes flooded will find it of 
little comfort that their premium was 
a little lower when it turns out there is 
no benefit to be paid, there are no re-
sources for them to rebuild. 
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So this doesn’t work. And it is not 

just me who observes this problem with 
the underlying Menendez bill. As a 
matter of fact, the President of the 
United States has weighed in on this. I 
have a quote here from a Statement of 
Administrative Policy they put out 2 
days ago directly referring to this bill, 
identifying it by number. This is the 
bill they are talking about, the Menen-
dez bill. One of the things they say is: 

Delaying implementation of these reforms 
would further erode the financial position of 
the NFIP, which is already $24 billion in 
debt. This delay would also reduce FEMA’s 
ability to pay future claims made by all pol-
icyholders. 

This is the President of the United 
States. His administration has looked 
at the Menendez bill, and this is their 
conclusion: This doesn’t work. This 
doesn’t work for the policyholders. It 
doesn’t work for taxpayers. It doesn’t 
work for anybody. 

There is another problem I would 
point out with the Menendez bill: It 
wouldn’t work if it were to become law 
for these reasons, but it is not going to 
become law. The administration has 
made it clear they don’t support it. 
The Speaker of the House has made it 
abundantly clear he will not put a bill 
on the House floor that guts the re-
forms of Biggert-Waters. The House 
chairman of the banking committee, 
who has jurisdiction over this, has 
made it abundantly clear: He is not 
going to move a bill that does away 
with these fiscal reforms. 

If your goal is to do something to 
help homeowners who are facing pre-
mium increases, a vote for the Menen-
dez bill does nothing, because that bill 
is going nowhere. The administration 
doesn’t support it. They have said so. 
The House is not even going to take it 
up. So if your goal is to do something 
for constituents who are facing a big 
premium increase—and, frankly, that 
is a big part of my goal—the Menendez 
bill doesn’t cut it. That is going no-
where. 

What the administration said would 
work and what House leadership is 
willing to work with us on would be to 
phase in these premium increases more 
gradually, because everybody acknowl-
edges the premium increases are occur-
ring too quickly, and that needs to 
change. 

This is another quote from that same 
Statement of Administration Policy on 
the same bill. What they said was: 

The administration strongly supports a 
phased transition to actuarially sound flood 
insurance rates. 

They didn’t refer to my amendment, 
but this is exactly what my amend-
ment does. It phases this in gradually 
so as to minimize the pain, allow peo-
ple an opportunity to adjust, allow peo-
ple the time to maybe mitigate the 
risk and still maintain the integrity— 
the fiscal integrity—of the program so 
it actually can pay the claims that 
surely will be submitted. 

Let me run through quickly exactly 
what the amendment does and doesn’t 

do, because there has been some confu-
sion about this. 

Our amendment actually retains very 
significant portions of the underlying 
Menendez bill because parts of it made 
a lot of sense. Section 1 is the title. 
Section 2, definitions. Unchanged. Sec-
tion 3 is where we phased the premium 
increases in gradually rather than sus-
pending them altogether. That is the 
big difference. Section 4 of the Menen-
dez bill is an affordability study and re-
port, requires FEMA to complete this 
study—as Biggert-Waters does—within 
2 years of the enactment of the bill. We 
leave that intact. I think that is a good 
idea. We need that. My amendment 
would not affect that whatsoever. 

The Mendendez bill also provides 
some additional funding for the afford-
ability study. It lifts the cap that was 
set before. My amendment wouldn’t 
change that. I think we need to lift 
that cap. 

Section 6. This is a measure that pro-
vides funds to reimburse homeowners 
when they challenge the redraw. So 
when a new map comes out and some-
one’s house is deemed to be in a more 
risky place and therefore the premium 
is higher, a homeowner can challenge 
that. If the homeowner wins, under the 
Menendez language—which I support 
and stays in this bill under my amend-
ment—the homeowner would be reim-
bursed the cost of that challenge. 

Senator KING from Maine had a very 
good suggestion, which is: If a commu-
nity chooses to challenge the mapping 
because they think there was a mis-
take made, they think it was inac-
curate and it adversely affects them, 
that community too would be reim-
bursed for its costs if it turns out to be 
successful in its challenge. I agree with 
that. We have incorporated that into 
our amendment. 

Section 7 addresses the flood protec-
tion system. This is a very important 
part of what the Menendez bill does 
and I fully support it, and that is this: 
Under current law, one of the problems 
is in order for a community or a home-
owner to fully benefit from risk miti-
gation that they may have done—a 
levee that may have been built or a 
dam or some other risk mitigation. In 
order to fully benefit from that, the 
Federal Government has to have paid 
for some portion of it. That is ridicu-
lous. What difference does it make who 
paid for it? If it has been built and it is 
providing protection, that is all that 
should matter. This language would 
achieve that, the Menendez bill 
achieves that, and my amendment in-
corporates that. We keep that intact as 
well. 

Section 8 addresses floodproofed resi-
dential basements, addresses that. Our 
amendment doesn’t change that. 

Section 9 creates a designation of a 
flood insurance advocate. Again, my 
amendment makes no change to that. 

Section 10. Senator BLUNT had an 
amendment that would change the re-
modeling trigger for loss subsidies 
from 30 percent to 50 percent of a 

home’s value. We incorporate Senator 
BLUNT’s amendment into our own, so 
that is there. 

Senator HAGAN had an amendment to 
exempt escrow requirements for flood 
insurance payments. We fully incor-
porate that into my amendment as 
well. 

Senator RUBIO had an amendment 
also that was accepted by the man-
agers. It is in ours. 

What it comes down to, the dif-
ference between my amendment and 
the Menendez approach is one keeps us 
on a path of reform, keeps us on a path 
to an actuarially sound, fiscally re-
sponsible flood insurance program, 
whereby the flood insurance program is 
actually able to pay its claims, and the 
Menendez bill dispenses with it. It dis-
penses with the most important, most 
fundamental reform. The other part 
that we do is we soften the blow. If 
your concern is with these homeowners 
who are facing these huge premiums, 
my amendment is the only way we are 
actually going to achieve that help for 
those folks because this is the only leg-
islative approach that has a chance of 
actually legislatively becoming law. 

By the way, in addition to its prob-
lems with the other body and the ad-
ministration, the Menendez bill is sub-
ject to a budget point of order because 
it increases our deficit and forces more 
government borrowing. It is subject to 
a point of order. I don’t know that it 
can sustain that. I don’t know it can 
defeat a budget point of order and that 
is an important issue. 

Because our approach is fiscally 
sound, we are not subject to a budget 
point of order. What we do is we say 
the longer delay in the phase-in of the 
premium increases costs the flood in-
surance program some money until you 
get to the point where people have 
reached the level where they are pay-
ing actuarially sound rates, but we 
fully offset that with a very modest 
surcharge on all flood insurance poli-
cies in the country. It is about $40 per 
year in the first year, the most expen-
sive year, unless your income is over 
one-half million dollars a year, in 
which case it is about $80, and that is 
it. It goes down after that because over 
time, when the higher premiums phase 
in, the loss to the program is dimin-
ished and therefore the surcharge goes 
down with it. 

But let’s be very clear. The max-
imum that anybody would be paying is 
about $40 a year unless their income is 
over one-half million dollars a year, in 
which case it would be $80 a year. 

I will wrap up. I think we cannot con-
tinue to ignore all of the fundamental 
mandatory spending problems we have. 
When we actually go through a long 
and painful and deliberative system-
atic process to reform a program, for 
us to then walk away within 2 years 
and say never mind, we are not going 
to have any reform, is just so dis-
appointing and irresponsible. We have 
bigger challenges facing us. If we can-
not deal with this, I don’t know what 
we are going to do. 
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I fully acknowledge we have to soften 

the blow for people who are going to 
face much higher premiums and my 
amendment does that. The way we do 
that is by ensuring nobody’s premium 
could go up by more than 25 percent. In 
the case of people who would face a big 
increase, under my approach it will 
take many years of gradual phasing in 
before they would actually be forced to 
pay that higher actuarially sound rate. 
If they think the rate is unfairly high, 
they can challenge it or they can leave 
the program and buy private insurance. 
They can do that. But to suggest we 
are going to just do nothing after hav-
ing put the reforms in place I think 
would be a big mistake. 

There are a lot of groups that are 
supporting my amendment. I have a 
list I am going to run through quickly: 

Natural Resources Defense Council, 
National Wildlife Federation, The Na-
ture Conservancy, Taxpayers for Com-
mon Sense, National Association of 
Mutual Insurance Companies, Reinsur-
ance Association of America, American 
Rivers, National Fire Protection Asso-
ciation, National Leased Housing Asso-
ciation, the R Street Institute, Amer-
ican Consumer Institute, Americans 
for Prosperity, Americans for Tax Re-
form, the Coalition to Reduce Spend-
ing, the Cost of Government Center, 
Council for Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste, Freedom Works, National 
Taxpayers Union, Taxpayers for Com-
mon Sense, Taxpayers Protection Alli-
ance. 

You can see there is a combination of 
fiscal watchdogs, folks who are very 
concerned about fiscal prudence, as 
well as people who are concerned about 
environmental integrity. There are 
other groups coming on continuously. 

As I mentioned, every Democrat who 
voted on the Biggert-Waters reform 
voted in favor of it. What my amend-
ment does is it preserves the integrity 
of the reform while softening the blow 
for the people who will be affected by 
it. 

I think this is a very important, al-
though modest, step in doing these two 
things. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2707, AS MODIFIED 
I ask unanimous consent to set aside 

the pending amendment so I may call 
up my amendment, No. 2707, with the 
modification at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows. 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

TOOMEY] proposes an amendment, No. 2707, 
as modified. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To adjust phase-ins of flood 

insurance rate increases) 
Strike sections 103 through 109 and insert 

the following: 
SEC. 103. PHASE-IN OF FLOOD INSURANCE RATE 

INCREASES. 
(a) MAP CHANGES.—Section 1308(h) of the 

National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4015(h)) is amended— 

(1) in the second sentence, by striking 
‘‘shall be phased in over a 5-year period’’ and 

all that follows and inserting the following: 
‘‘shall be implemented by increasing the risk 
premium rate by 25 percent each year fol-
lowing such effective date until the risk pre-
mium rate accurately reflects the current 
risk of flood to such property.’’; and 

(2) in the third sentence, by striking ‘‘shall 
be phased in over a 5-year period’’ and all 
that follows and inserting the following: 
‘‘shall be phased in by increasing the risk 
premium rate by 25 percent each year fol-
lowing the effective date of such issuance, 
revision, updating, or change.’’. 

(b) HOME SALE TRIGGER.— 
(1) PHASE-IN.—Section 1308(e) of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015(e)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) described in section 1307(g)(2) that are 

principal residences shall be increased by 25 
percent each year, beginning in the year 
after the first sale of such a property that 
occurs after the date of enactment of the 
Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act 
of 2012 and continuing in each successive 
year regardless of any further sale or resale 
of the property, until the risk premium rate 
charged for the property accurately reflects 
the current risk of flood to the property.’’. 

(2) APPLICATION OF PHASE-IN TO PRINCIPAL 
RESIDENCES PURCHASED BETWEEN JULY 7, 2012 
AND APRIL 1, 2013.— 

(A) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘‘eligible policy’’ means a flood insur-
ance policy— 

(i) that covers a principal residence that 
was purchased during the period beginning 
on July 7, 2012 and ending on April 1, 2013; 
and 

(ii) for which the risk premium rate 
charged was increased, after the purchase de-
scribed in clause (i), to the full risk premium 
rate estimated under subsection (a)(1) of sec-
tion 1307 of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014) as required under sub-
section (g)(2) of such section (as in effect on 
the day before the date of enactment of this 
Act). 

(B) APPLICATION OF PHASE-IN TO RISK PRE-
MIUM RATE UPON POLICY RENEWAL.—The risk 
premium rate charged for an eligible policy 
shall— 

(i) on the date on which the policy is first 
renewed after the date of enactment of this 
Act, be adjusted to be the rate that would 
have been charged as of that date if the 
phase-in provision under paragraph (3) of sec-
tion 1308(e) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(e)), as added by 
paragraph (1) of this subsection, had been in 
effect when the property covered by the eli-
gible policy was purchased; and 

(ii) be increased by 25 percent each year 
thereafter, in accordance with paragraph (3) 
of section 1308(e) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(e)), as 
added by paragraph (1) of this subsection. 

(c) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS AND 
RATE TABLES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
promulgate such regulations and make 
available such rate tables as necessary to 
implement subsections (a) and (b) and the 
amendments made by those subsections, as 
though those subsections were enacted as 
part of the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 
Stat. 916). 

(2) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—To ensure com-
munity, stakeholder, and expert participa-
tion in the promulgation of regulations and 
the establishment of rate tables under this 
subsection, the Administrator shall— 

(A) publish the regulations and rate tables 
in the Federal Register; and 

(B) before promulgating final regulations 
and making available final rate tables, pro-
vide a period for public comment on the reg-
ulations and rate tables published under sub-
paragraph (A) that is not shorter than 45 
days. 

(3) TIMING OF PREMIUM CHANGES.—To allow 
for appropriate implementation of sub-
sections (a) and (b) and the amendments 
made by those subsections, the Adminis-
trator may not implement any premium 
changes with respect to policy holders, in-
cluding charges or rebates, that are nec-
essary to implement subsections (a) and (b) 
and the amendments made by those sub-
sections until the date that is 6 months after 
the date on which the Administrator promul-
gates final regulations and makes available 
final rate tables under this subsection. 

(d) FLOOD INSURANCE FEE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1308 of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(j) FEE TO OFFSET PHASE-IN OF CERTAIN 
PREMIUM RATE INCREASES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
charge an annual fee to each holder of a 
flood insurance policy issued under this Act 
to offset the costs of the Homeowner Flood 
Insurance Affordability Act of 2014 and the 
amendments made by that Act. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.—In establishing an amount 
of the fee to be charged under paragraph (1), 
the Administrator shall charge a policy-
holder with an annual household income 
that is not less than $500,000 twice the 
amount that the Administrator charges a 
policyholder with an annual household in-
come that is less than $500,000.’’. 

(2) APPLICABILITY.—The Administrator 
shall charge the fee required under section 
1308(j) of the National Flood Insurance Act of 
1968, as added by paragraph (1), with respect 
to any flood insurance policy that is issued 
or renewed on or after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(e) DISCLOSURE.— 
(1) CHANGE IN RATES UNDER BIGGERT- 

WATERS.—Not later than the date that is 6 
months before the date on which any change 
in risk premium rates for flood insurance 
coverage under the National Flood Insurance 
Program resulting from the amendment 
made by section 100207 of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 919) is implemented, 
the Administrator shall make publicly avail-
able the rate tables and underwriting guide-
lines that provide the basis for the change. 

(2) CHANGE IN RATES UNDER THIS ACT.—Not 
later than the date that is 6 months before 
the date on which any change in risk pre-
mium rates for flood insurance coverage 
under the National Flood Insurance Program 
resulting from this Act or any amendment 
made by this Act is implemented, the Ad-
ministrator shall make publicly available 
the rate tables and underwriting guidelines 
that provide the basis for the change. 

(3) REPORT ON POLICY AND CLAIMS DATA.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall submit to Congress a re-
port on the feasibility of— 

(i) releasing property-level policy and 
claims data for flood insurance coverage 
under the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram; and 

(ii) establishing guidelines for releasing 
property-level policy and claims data for 
flood insurance coverage under the National 
Flood Insurance Program in accordance with 
section 552a of title 5, United States Code 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Privacy Act of 
1974’’). 
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(B) CONTENTS.—The report submitted 

under subparagraph (A) shall include— 
(i) an analysis and assessment of how re-

leasing property-level policy and claims data 
for flood insurance coverage under the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program will aid pol-
icy holders and insurers to understand how 
the Administration determines actuarial 
premium rates and assesses flood risks; and 

(ii) recommendations for protecting per-
sonal information in accordance with section 
552a of title 5, United States Code (com-
monly known as the ‘‘Privacy Act of 1974’’). 
SEC. 104. AFFORDABILITY STUDY AND REPORT. 

Notwithstanding the deadline under sec-
tion 100236(c) of the Biggert-Waters Flood In-
surance Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112– 
141; 126 Stat. 957), not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shall submit to the full Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs and the full Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the full Committee 
on Financial Services and the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives the affordability study and 
report required under such section. 
SEC. 105. AFFORDABILITY STUDY FUNDING. 

Section 100236(d) of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 957) is amended by 
striking ‘‘not more than $750,000’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘such amounts as may be necessary’’. 
SEC. 106. FUNDS TO REIMBURSE HOMEOWNERS 

AND COMMUNITIES FOR SUCCESS-
FUL MAP APPEALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1363(f) of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4104(f)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after 
‘‘as the case may be,’’ the following: ‘‘or, in 
the case of an appeal that is resolved by sub-
mission of conflicting data to the Scientific 
Resolution Panel provided for in section 
1363A, the community,’’; and 

(2) by striking the second sentence and in-
serting the following: ‘‘The Administrator 
may use such amounts from the National 
Flood Insurance Fund established under sec-
tion 1310 as may be necessary to carry out 
this subsection.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1310(a) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4017(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) for carrying out section 1363(f).’’. 

SEC. 107. FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEMS. 
(a) ADEQUATE PROGRESS ON CONSTRUCTION 

OF FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEMS.—Section 
1307(e) of the National Flood Insurance Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(e)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘or 
reconstruction’’ after ‘‘construction’’; 

(2) by striking the second sentence and in-
serting the following: ‘‘The Administrator 
shall find that adequate progress on the con-
struction or reconstruction of a flood protec-
tion system, based on the present value of 
the completed flood protection system, has 
been made only if (1) 100 percent of the cost 
of the system has been authorized, (2) at 
least 60 percent of the cost of the system has 
been appropriated, (3) at least 50 percent of 
the cost of the system has been expended, 
and (4) the system is at least 50 percent com-
pleted.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, in determining whether a community 
has made adequate progress on the construc-
tion, reconstruction, or improvement of a 
flood protection system, the Administrator 
shall consider all sources of funding, includ-
ing Federal, State, and local funds.’’. 

(b) COMMUNITIES RESTORING DISACCREDITED 
FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEMS.—Section 1307(f) 
of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 4014(f)) is amended by striking the 
first sentence and inserting the following: 
‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, this subsection shall apply to riverine 
and coastal levees that are located in a com-
munity which has been determined by the 
Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency to be in the process of 
restoring flood protection afforded by a flood 
protection system that had been previously 
accredited on a Flood Insurance Rate Map as 
providing 100-year frequency flood protection 
but no longer does so, and shall apply with-
out regard to the level of Federal funding of 
or participation in the construction, recon-
struction, or improvement of the flood pro-
tection system.’’. 
SEC. 108. TREATMENT OF FLOODPROOFED RESI-

DENTIAL BASEMENTS. 
In implementing section 1308(h) of the Na-

tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4015(h)), the Administrator shall rate a cov-
ered structure using the elevation difference 
between the floodproofed elevation of the 
covered structure and the adjusted base flood 
elevation of the covered structure. 
SEC. 109. DESIGNATION OF FLOOD INSURANCE 

ADVOCATE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 

designate a Flood Insurance Advocate to ad-
vocate for the fair treatment of policy hold-
ers under the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram and property owners in the mapping of 
flood hazards, the identification of risks 
from flood, and the implementation of meas-
ures to minimize the risk of flood. 

(b) DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.—The du-
ties and responsibilities of the Flood Insur-
ance Advocate designated under subsection 
(a) shall be to— 

(1) educate property owners and policy-
holders under the National Flood Insurance 
Program on— 

(A) individual flood risks; 
(B) flood mitigation; 
(C) measures to reduce flood insurance 

rates through effective mitigation; and 
(D) the flood insurance rate map review 

and amendment process; 
(2) assist policy holders under the National 

Flood Insurance Program and property own-
ers to understand the procedural require-
ments related to appealing preliminary flood 
insurance rate maps and implementing 
measures to mitigate evolving flood risks; 

(3) assist in the development of regional 
capacity to respond to individual constituent 
concerns about flood insurance rate map 
amendments and revisions; 

(4) coordinate outreach and education with 
local officials and community leaders in 
areas impacted by proposed flood insurance 
rate map amendments and revisions; and 

(5) aid potential policy holders under the 
National Flood Insurance Program in obtain-
ing and verifying accurate and reliable flood 
insurance rate information when purchasing 
or renewing a flood insurance policy. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out the duties and respon-
sibilities of the Flood Insurance Advocate. 
SEC. 110. HOME IMPROVEMENT FAIRNESS. 

Section 1307(a)(2)(E)(ii) of the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
4014(a)(2)(E)(ii)) is amended by striking ‘‘30 
percent’’ and inserting ‘‘50 percent’’. 
SEC. 111. EXCEPTIONS TO ESCROW REQUIRE-

MENT FOR FLOOD INSURANCE PAY-
MENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 102(d)(1) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), in the second sen-
tence, by striking ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)— 
(A) in clause (ii), by redesignating sub-

clauses (I) and (II) as items (aa) and (bb), re-
spectively, and adjusting the margins ac-
cordingly; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 
subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and ad-
justing the margins accordingly; 

(C) in the matter preceding subclause (I), 
as redesignated by subparagraph (B), by 
striking ‘‘(A) or (B), if—’’ and inserting the 
following: ‘‘(A)— 

‘‘(i) if—’’; 
(D) by striking the period at the end and 

inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(E) by adding at the end the following 
‘‘(ii) in the case of a loan that— 
‘‘(I) is in a junior or subordinate position 

to a senior lien secured by the same residen-
tial improved real estate or mobile home for 
which flood insurance is being provided at 
the time of the origination of the loan; 

‘‘(II) is secured by residential improved 
real estate or a mobile home that is part of 
a condominium, cooperative, or other 
project development, if the residential im-
proved real estate or mobile home is covered 
by a flood insurance policy that— 

‘‘(aa) meets the requirements that the reg-
ulated lending institution is required to en-
force under subsection (b)(1); 

‘‘(bb) is provided by the condominium asso-
ciation, cooperative, homeowners associa-
tion, or other applicable group; and 

‘‘(cc) the premium for which is paid by the 
condominium association, cooperative, 
homeowners association, or other applicable 
group as a common expense; 

‘‘(III) is secured by residential improved 
real estate or a mobile home that is used as 
collateral for a business purpose; 

‘‘(IV) is a home equity line of credit; 
‘‘(V) is a nonperforming loan; or 
‘‘(VI) has a term of not longer than 12 

months.’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) REQUIRED APPLICATION.—The amend-

ments to section 102(d)(1) of the Flood Dis-
aster Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 
4012a(d)(1)) made by section 100209(a) of the 
Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act 
of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 920) and 
by subsection (a) of this section shall apply 
to any loan that is originated, refinanced, in-
creased, extended, or renewed on or after 
January 1, 2016. 

(B) OPTIONAL APPLICATION.— 
(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this subparagraph— 
(I) the terms ‘‘Federal entity for lending 

regulation’’, ‘‘improved real estate’’, ‘‘regu-
lated lending institution’’, and ‘‘servicer’’ 
have the meanings given the terms in sec-
tion 3 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4003); 

(II) the term ‘‘outstanding loan’’ means a 
loan that— 

(aa) is outstanding as of January 1, 2016; 
(bb) is not subject to the requirement to 

escrow premiums and fees for flood insurance 
under section 102(d)(1) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)) 
as in effect on July 5, 2012; and 

(cc) would, if the loan had been originated, 
refinanced, increased, extended, or renewed 
on or after January 1, 2016, be subject to the 
requirements under section 102(d)(1)(A) of 
the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as 
amended; and 

(III) the term ‘‘section 102(d)(1)(A) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as 
amended’’ means section 102(d)(1)(A) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (42 
U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)(A)), as amended by— 
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(aa) section 100209(a) of the Biggert-Waters 

Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 (Public 
Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 920); and 

(bb) subsection (a) of this section. 
(ii) OPTION TO ESCROW FLOOD INSURANCE 

PAYMENTS.—Each Federal entity for lending 
regulation (after consultation and coordina-
tion with the Federal Financial Institutions 
Examination Council) shall, by regulation, 
direct that each regulated lending institu-
tion or servicer of an outstanding loan shall 
offer and make available to a borrower the 
option to have the borrower’s payment of 
premiums and fees for flood insurance under 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), including the escrow of 
such payments, be treated in the same man-
ner provided under section 102(d)(1)(A) of the 
Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as 
amended. 

(2) REPEAL OF 2-YEAR DELAY ON APPLICA-
BILITY.—Subsection (b) of section 100209 of 
the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform 
Act of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 126 Stat. 920) 
is repealed. 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section or the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be construed to supersede, during 
the period beginning on July 6, 2012 and end-
ing on December 31, 2015, the requirements 
under section 102(d)(1) of the Flood Disaster 
Protection Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(d)(1)), 
as in effect on July 5, 2012. 
SEC. 112. MONTHLY INSTALLMENT PAYMENTS 

FOR PREMIUMS. 
Section 1308(g) of the National Flood Insur-

ance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4015(g)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘either annually or in more fre-
quent installments’’ and inserting ‘‘annu-
ally, monthly, or in other installments that 
are more frequent than annually’’. 
SEC. 113. ACCOUNTING FOR FLOOD MITIGATION 

ACTIVITIES IN ESTIMATES OF PRE-
MIUM RATES. 

Section 1307(a)(1) of the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(a)(1)) is 
amended by amending subparagraph (A) to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(A) based on consideration of— 
‘‘(i) the risk involved and accepted actu-

arial principles; and 
‘‘(ii) the flood mitigation activities that an 

owner or lessee has undertaken on a prop-
erty, including differences in the risk in-
volved due to land use measures, 
floodproofing, flood forecasting, and similar 
measures,’’. 

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MERKLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2709, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside so I may call 
up amendment No. 2709, and that the 
amendment be modified to correct a 
typographical error. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2709, as 
modified. 

The amendment is as follows: 

(Purpose: To establish limitations on force- 
placed insurance) 

At the end of title I, add the following: 
SEC. 110. LIMITATIONS ON FORCE-PLACED IN-

SURANCE. 
Section 102(e) of the Flood Disaster Protec-

tion Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4012a(e)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 
(6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), respec-
tively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS ON LENDERS AND 
SERVICERS.— 

‘‘(A) PAYMENTS FROM INSURANCE COMPA-
NIES.—An lender or servicer, or an affiliate of 
a lender or servicer, may not receive a com-
mission or any other payment from an insur-
ance company in connection with securing 
business under paragraph (2) from the insur-
ance company. 

‘‘(B) PURCHASE FROM AFFILIATED INSURANCE 
COMPANIES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), a lender or servicer, or an affil-
iate of a lender or servicer, that purchases 
insurance under paragraph (2) may not pur-
chase the insurance from an insurance com-
pany that is affiliated with the lender or 
servicer. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION.—Clause (i) shall not apply 
to the purchase of insurance under para-
graph (2) by a lender or servicer, or an affil-
iate of a lender or servicer, that is a bank, or 
a Federal credit union or State credit union 
(as those terms are defined in section 101 of 
the Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 
1752)), with assets of not more than 
$10,000,000,000.’’. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I will 
take this occasion to make a couple of 
remarks about the content of this 
amendment. 

This amendment is about a predatory 
practice that is involved in the flood 
insurance world, and that predatory 
practice occurs when a servicer of 
mortgages places flood insurance on a 
property—be it a home or a business. 
They sometimes arrange a very expen-
sive policy to be placed on the prop-
erty. The reason they do this is that 
the insurer—the insurance company 
that has prepared the policy—is charg-
ing many times the market rate, but in 
exchange they pay the servicer a large 
bonus. 

We remember how bonuses in the 
subprime world were used to steer fam-
ilies from prime mortgages into 
subprime mortgages. In this case the 
bonus is being paid to the servicer so 
the servicer will steer the family into 
an expensive insurance policy rather 
than a fair market rate policy. 

My amendment takes a very simple 
approach and says that these bonus 
payments or incentive payments—or 
whatever name you would like to give 
to them—from the insurer to the 
servicer in order to utilize their very 
expensive, above market rate product 
rather than a fair market rate product 
will not be allowed. That eliminates 
this conflict of interest and will enable 
the servicer to provide a fair service of 
placing flood insurance on a property if 
it is required under the terms of the 
mortgage, but not to do so in a preda-
tory manner. 

I hope that all of our colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle will take a look 

at this practice and realize that the 
overall scope of this bill is about a fair 
deal for families who are in the situa-
tion of being required under their 
mortgage to obtain flood insurance. 
Part of that fair deal should involve 
ending this particular predatory pre-
mium practice on force-placed flood in-
surance. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2707 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I wish 
to speak very briefly on the Toomey 
amendment. I know we have on the 
floor a bill that basically, let’s face it, 
puts off for about 4 years reforms we 
put into the Flood Insurance Program. 
It is a $24 billion program. It is a very 
small, in essence, entitlement program 
we have in this country. 

I am very despondent over the fact 
that we passed these reforms unani-
mously out of the Banking Committee 
in 2011. That took place in October of 
2013. 

Our Nation is facing incredible enti-
tlement problems, and we all know it. 
People on both sides of the aisle have 
been down here ad nauseam talking 
about the fact that as a Nation, the No. 
1 threat we have is our inability to deal 
with the fiscal issues we know we have 
throughout the entitlement programs 
we have in this country. Here we have 
a situation where, unanimously, out of 
the Banking Committee, we passed re-
forms to deal with the flood insurance 
program which we know is moving 
quickly towards insolvency. 

So what do we do? Maybe instead of 
being the most deliberative body in the 
world, we might be described as the 
most pandering body in the world. 
What we are doing instead is punting 
on these reforms. I am discouraged by 
that. It is amazing. I think we have not 
shown the ability to really address any 
of the bigger issues that our Nation has 
to deal with. 

Obviously, I would be more respon-
sive to a bill that maybe made tweaks 
or did some things to make this work 
in a way that was not quite as draco-
nian. But the fact is we all know the 
way the program works. It is just not 
sustainable, and we know that, in es-
sence, taxpayers all across this country 
are subsidizing folks who are partici-
pating in a national program that 
called for them to have insurance rel-
ative to their own property. 

So in an effort to try to deal with 
this in a more thoughtful way, PAT 
TOOMEY from Pennsylvania has offered 
an amendment to ensure that the in-
creases in premiums people are facing 
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are done in a way that obviously dra-
matically reduces the impact on peo-
ple. Again, I applaud that. I appreciate 
that. I think there are some home-
owners in this country, as well as prop-
erty owners, who are having—the way 
the program now works, these in-
creases would take place over the next 
4 to 5 years. Instead, the Toomey 
amendment causes them to not in-
crease—especially for those who make 
under a certain amount of money— 
more than 25 percent a year. So if 
someone has a $200 bill for flood insur-
ance next year, it would go up 50 per-
cent. 

I think it is a thoughtful effort to try 
to cause this bill to still be actuarially 
sound. It has no negative impact on 
our deficits. I think it is a way for us 
to deal with this in a much better way 
than, let’s face it, putting our heads in 
the sand and not taking on this issue. 

I want to go back one more time and 
say this is one of the few reforms—it 
may be the only reform that I am 
aware of—that has actually become 
law that has come out of the Banking 
Committee in several years. It did so 
unanimously. This is in essence an en-
titlement program. It is a small enti-
tlement program. I understand it is 
very important to some property own-
ers around our country. But if we as a 
body are going to turn away from re-
forms and not replace those reforms 
with other reforms but instead delay— 
in essence what most people believe be-
cause of the way FEMA operates— 
delay this for 4 years, then I think it 
speaks to a body that just really has no 
desire whatsoever to take on the issues 
that are so important to our Nation’s 
citizens. 

So I think the Toomey amendment is 
a thoughtful approach to try to deal 
with the issue, which I think is affect-
ing many people in this body who have 
people they represent who are going 
through substantial increases in a way 
that they feel to be too draconian. So 
if that is a Senator’s issue, I urge peo-
ple to strongly support the Toomey 
amendment. 

By the way, with the passage of the 
Toomey amendment, which leaves the 
rest of the reforms in place, I will then 
believe we have done something in this 
body that is thoughtful. We will have 
attempted to make this Flood Insur-
ance Program actuarially sound and, 
at the same time, we will have solved 
the issue that I think so many people 
here are concerned about. Without the 
passage of the Toomey amendment as a 
part of this bill, I wish to say one more 
time, this body will have failed once 
again. With a very, very, very small en-
titlement program, we will have failed 
to rise to the occasion, to put our 
country, minimally, on a course to-
ward solvency, and instead turned 
away from this effort which speaks to 
the fact that there is almost no likeli-
hood that we will ever, within the 
short period of the midterm anyway, be 
able to address the bigger issues we all 
know are looming and are affecting our 
country in such a big way. 

I urge strong support for the Toomey 
amendment. Without the Toomey 
amendment, I hope this body will vote 
down this bill which undoes the only 
real reforms the Banking Committee 
has put in place in the last several 
years. 

With that, I yield the floor, and I 
thank the Presiding Officer for the 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague and friend from 
Tennessee for his, as usual, thoughtful 
presentation, even though I disagree 
with it. His positions are always 
thoughtful, carefully thought out, and 
I appreciate his thoughts and efforts. 

The need to pass the Menendez-Isak-
son-Landrieu bill is extremely impor-
tant. In New York we have seen the fol-
lies of the present flood insurance law. 
We have seen follies in a variety of 
ways. Most of all, we have seen home-
owners charged a fortune which they 
can’t afford. We have seen homeowners 
told that even if they are not going to 
be charged, immediately when they 
sell their home, the rate will go up so 
high that they can’t sell their home, so 
the value of the home decreases. 

We have seen people—victims of 
Sandy—whose homes were destroyed or 
badly damaged, rebuild their homes 
and then be perhaps forced to lose 
them because of ridiculous flood insur-
ance rates. We have seen the problems 
with the maps—areas 5 miles from the 
nearest flood somehow get called a 
flood zone and they have to pay more 
insurance. 

We have seen FEMA overreaching in 
terms of drawing maps. In fact, in my 
State, they used Suffolk County’s flood 
maps and flood levels and just trans-
posed them on Nassau County—a dif-
ferent place with different elevations 
and different tides, and we had to get 
that undone. So a moratorium, going 
back to the drawing board and holding 
rates in place while that happens, 
makes eminent sense. 

It is true it will cost the government 
some money. But what is our job here? 
Is it to let thousands, tens of thou-
sands, hundreds of thousands default, 
lose their homes while we stand here 
and twiddle our thumbs? I don’t think 
so. I don’t think the vast majority of 
Americans think that. We have to fig-
ure out how to deal with flood insur-
ance and the Menendez-Isakson-Lan-
drieu bill does that. But while we are 
doing it, we have to make sure people 
don’t lose their homes. There are many 
more storms out there. We know that. 
We have had a Katrina and a Sandy, 
creating unprecedented damage. It cer-
tainly means that the old flood insur-
ance program probably has to be 
changed. But to just eliminate it, basi-
cally, by not passing this bill or by 
passing the Toomey amendment which, 
in effect, would eliminate it, makes no 
sense and would cause huge damage. 

I rise in opposition to the Toomey 
amendment. If a person believes there 

should be some level of affordability 
before we impose rates, then a person 
can’t vote for the Toomey bill. Because 
the Toomey bill basically has manda-
tory rate increases before any afford-
ability study is concluded. It repeats 
the mistake of Biggert-Waters. 
Biggert-Waters actually called for an 
affordability study. FEMA didn’t com-
plete the affordability study and still 
had the rates go into effect. 

If affordability is one of our hall-
marks, and I believe it is, then it cer-
tainly makes no sense to do what 
FEMA has done under Biggert-Waters, 
which is put rate increases in effect be-
fore affordability is studied or do what 
Toomey does, which actually explicitly 
says rate increases shall go into effect 
before the affordability study is com-
pleted. 

Furthermore, the Toomey amend-
ment, in my judgment, means we may 
as well have nothing at all; we might 
as well go back to the old, because it 
establishes an uncapped annual fee on 
all 5.6 million NFIP policyholders for 
an unspecified period of time until the 
identified costs of this bill are offset. 

There is no guarantee that home-
owners would be protected from a 
$30,000 premium, if that is what the ac-
tuaries think. Speaking for my State 
of New York, they say it is people on 
the water. It is second homes. It is rich 
people. Not in New York, it is not. We 
have all seen the pictures of homes 
damaged in Staten Island, in the 
Rockaways, Queens, in southern 
Brooklyn, on the southern shore of 
Long Island—modest homes, some of 
them even called bungalows, where 
people live full-time. In Long Beach, 
average folks—firefighters, teachers, 
cops, clerks, secretaries, small business 
people who struggle—double or triple 
or quadruple their insurance rates, 
their flood insurance rates, and they 
can’t get by. 

One other point I wish to make. 
Some of my colleagues said: This 
doesn’t effect me. It is going to because 
FEMA is remapping across the coun-
try. They have done a lot of the remap-
ping in New York. I have talked about 
how irresponsible what they have done 
is. Once they come to other Members’ 
States and maps, they will see that the 
mapping is almost nonsensical, map-
ping people into flood zones who have 
never had a flood, charging rates that 
average folks cannot afford. From what 
I am told, Pennsylvania is the State 
with the highest percentage of new 
mapping activity; 14 percent of all new 
mapping activity, 1,400 maps. So I 
think even for my good friend from 
Pennsylvania—and I know he is a true 
believer in these things and I don’t 
doubt that and I respect his integrity, 
but it is sure going to affect the people 
of Pennsylvania. 

Guess which State is second in terms 
of new maps? New York: 625. That is 
why I feel so strongly and have worked 
so hard with Senators MENENDEZ and 
ISAKSON and LANDRIEU, who have done 
such a fabulous job on this legislation 
to get it passed. 
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So I urge defeat of the Toomey 

amendment. The Toomey amendment 
is almost a mirror image of the bill 
itself, the Biggert-Waters bill, which 
we are tying to counteract and because 
FEMA did not implement it correctly. 

If the Toomey amendment is de-
feated, and if our flood insurance bill, 
which I am a proud cosponsor of, is 
passed, homeowners will be able to 
breathe a sigh of real relief while 
FEMA goes back to the drawing boards 
and figures out a way to have a flood 
insurance program that does not bank-
rupt thousands of middle-class, work-
ing-class people. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2697 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I be-

lieve when I left the floor my amend-
ment was pending, amendment No. 
2697. I would like to spend a few min-
utes to talk about that amendment. I 
know somebody else has come to the 
floor here rather quickly and I have 
about 5 minutes, I have been told by 
the cloakroom. 

Congressional creation of the Na-
tional Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers, the bill that has 
been attached to the flood bill, usurps 
the rights of States’ authority over in-
surance licensing and regulations. 

Congress established the McCarran- 
Ferguson Act that States should retain 
the regulatory authority over insur-
ance laws. 

While NARAB II was crafted to re-
tain primacy of insurance regulations 
and enforcement actions within the 
States, this bill will nevertheless com-
pel States to accept a national license 
within their jurisdictions. 

The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-
et Office stated: 

. . . the association’s authority would 
exist only through a preemption of states’ 
power to regulate the licensing of insurance 
producers. This preemption would stem from 
an exercise of the sovereign power of the fed-
eral government. 

NARAB II provides the President and 
his or her appointee the authority to 
nullify the decisions made by the 
NARAB board but does not extend any 
of the same rights to the individual 
States. 

My amendment will provide a State 
the opportunity to opt out of participa-
tion in NARAB only through the pas-
sage of legislation by the State legisla-
ture and signature of the Governor, 
and it will not allow State insurance 
commissioners to opt out on a whim. 

To prevent a disruptive transition, 
this amendment requires a 2-year delay 
between passage of State legislation 
and the effective date of an opt-out. So 

you cannot get out just like that. It is 
2 years. 

In order to maintain the foundation 
of reciprocity and prevent States from 
gaming the provision for a competitive 
advantage, insurance producers located 
within a State that opts out of NARAB 
would be ineligible from participating 
in the NARAB system. So if your State 
opts out, you lose the privilege of going 
to other States. 

The inclusion of this provision would 
accomplish the bill’s goal of stream-
lining and cost-savings without the 
continuation of Congress infringing on 
activities that should be left to the 
States. 

The amendment will still allow for 
the benefits provided by a multistate 
licensing process to reduce the bu-
reaucracy involved for producers to ac-
cess customers in other States, which 
will help increase competition and 
lower consumer costs—things I am to-
tally for. Actually, I am for this bill, 
but only with preserving the Tenth 
Amendment rights of States. 

The provision will also provide a 
safeguard from NARAB if 10 years from 
now it is not working as well as the 
current consensus has hoped and a 
State or States no longer wish to par-
ticipate. 

As the bill’s proponents have already 
pointed out, NARAB has the support of 
every State and every insurance pro-
ducer. They all agree. If that is the 
case, and this is so popular and such a 
needed reform, then no State will opt 
out, and the opt-out provision would be 
mute, while still protecting the States’ 
rights. 

I understand the opposition to this, 
that they think this will not get off the 
ground. But the very statements that 
have been made both in the committee 
and on the floor—that everybody wants 
this, all the insurance industry wants 
this, all the State insurance commis-
sioners want this—if that is the case, 
nobody will opt out and we will have 
met our constitutional duty of pro-
tecting the Bill of Rights for the 
States. 

I finish by saying this: One of the 
reasons we are in extreme difficulty— 
what physicians would call extremis— 
is that we have ignored States rights, 
we have ignored the Bill of Rights, and 
we have said we are primal. 

So as CBO said, we are stepping all 
over this. I understand I probably will 
not be able to stop it, but it is another 
indication of why we need the Enumer-
ated Powers Act. That is simply a bill 
sponsored by 44 Senators that says if 
you bring a bill to the floor, you have 
to give the authority under which the 
enumerated powers would justify you 
bringing this bill to the floor—to make 
us pause, just to think about it. 

I do not think it is unreasonable. 
People may disagree about whether 
States ought to have the right to opt 
out, but if the program is such as has 
been designed by the authors of this 
bill and the statements by the people 
who have spoken on this bill on the 

floor—if that is the case—putting this 
amendment in will not harm it at all; 
it will not ever be used. 

So it is simply saying, if they want 
to opt out, it is 2 years after they vote 
in their legislature and it is signed by 
the Governor before they can, so there 
is no disruption. Nobody is going to do 
that, if it is true what everybody who 
is supporting this bill has said. 

It is peculiar and curious to me why 
anybody would oppose this amendment 
if, in fact, the facts are as stated by 
those supporting NARAB II. And I sup-
port it. But I think we ought to protect 
the States’ constitutional rights. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

know the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota is going to speak, but if 
she would withhold for 1 moment, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time until 
4:45 p.m. be equally divided between 
the two leaders or their designees; that 
at 4:45 p.m. today the Senate proceed 
to votes in relation to the following: 
Menendez motion to waive budget 
points of order against S. 1926, Reed 
amendment No. 2703, Whitehouse 
amendment No. 2706, and Gillibrand 
amendment No. 2708—I would expect 
those amendments would go by voice— 
and, finally, there be 2 minutes of de-
bate in between the votes, equally di-
vided in the usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 

yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Ms. HEITKAMP. Mr. President, 

thank you so much for this oppor-
tunity to stand and support a bill that 
has taken a long time to get to the 
floor of the U.S. Senate. I remember 
back when Members such as Senator 
MARY LANDRIEU stood and sounded the 
alarm—sounded the alarm even before 
we saw the problem coming. As a result 
of that initial effort, and as a result of 
the great effort of the gentleman who 
just left the floor, Mr. MENENDEZ, we 
now have a bill on the floor where we 
can truly say we are actually listening 
to the middle class. 

How many times do you think in this 
body we talk about the working folks, 
who go to work every day, doing every-
thing they can to put food on the table, 
and they just need us to not cause 
more problems for them? We hear 
about the middle class, and last night 
during the State of the Union speech, 
again more discussion about the need 
to pay attention to the financial strug-
gles and the challenges of working 
families. 

Well, let me tell you, this is a bill 
that for so many working families in 
North Dakota and across the country 
can mean the difference between home 
ownership or no home ownership, can 
mean the difference between actually 
having equity in their home or having 
a house that is under water. 
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I am not exaggerating. This is a crit-

ical part of the housing market. It has 
created uncertainty in the housing 
market while we are trying to achieve 
some success and some continuing mo-
mentum. Housing is 20 percent of what 
we do in this country in our economy, 
but yet this is throwing a monkey 
wrench into the housing market for so 
many families and for so many States. 

I want to not tell anything new here 
maybe but to kind of give a different 
perspective because I think all too 
often people think flood insurance is 
about the coast or it is about the gulf 
or it is about what is happening maybe 
along a major river, whether it is the 
Mississippi. But let me tell you, in my 
State flooding is a reality for way too 
many people. It is a problem we have 
experienced during these wet cycles 
that has led to devastation, has led to 
loss of equity in folks’ homes, and it 
has led to uncertainty. 

I want to talk a little bit about two 
places you may not think of because 
you have all heard about the massive 
Grand Forks flood, and you, of course, 
watched television as we were looking 
at what could have potentially hap-
pened in our largest city, the city of 
Fargo, ND. 

But what you may not know is we 
have a city called Minot, ND, that ex-
perienced a devastating flood, an abso-
lutely devastating flood, to a tremen-
dous amount of affordable housing— 
that housing that was along the 
bodyway. They thought they were pro-
tected from a hundred-year flood. 
Many did not have flood insurance, and 
the hundred-year flood came and dev-
astated and wiped out literally hun-
dreds and hundreds of good, hard-work-
ing families and retired folks. 

They are looking to rebuild, but 
right now the uncertainty of flood in-
surance and what is going to happen 
with the new flood maps has slowed 
down that effort. It has created uncer-
tainty. I just had a meeting in the city 
of Minot, where I talked to the mayor, 
talked to the city officials, and asked 
the questions about whether they were 
seeing this uncertainty. They certainly 
are getting lots of questions. I would 
love to tell those hard-working North 
Dakotans that we actually, in Wash-
ington, DC, can hear what they are 
saying. 

I also wish to talk about another 
place way off from Minot. It is in the 
Red River Valley. It is a place called 
Grafton, ND, where a great North Da-
kota family, Allison and Kyle, pur-
chased their home 1 year ago. At the 
time, the flood insurance rate on their 
home was $900 a year. 

They knew that when they bought 
the house. 

They said: OK. Fine. We have this 
extra expenditure in order to meet our 
mortgage requirement. They built that 
into their budget. This is coverage for 
$100,000. It seemed reasonable. It 
seemed like they were paying their fair 
share. But when the policy recently 
came up after the changes in the 

Biggert-Waters law, their flood insur-
ance rate skyrocketed to $4,200 a 
year—$4,200 a year. That is a 375-per-
cent increase. 

In an email to me, Allison expressed 
a desire to raise their children in Graf-
ton, but unfortunately they no longer 
can afford to live there with those 
rates because in Grafton we do not 
have flood protection. As a result, the 
entire community is probably in the 
100-year flood plain. You are going to 
buy a house. You are going to get a 
mortgage. You are going to be required 
to get flood insurance. 

So not only is Allison devastated by 
this news, the whole community of 
Grafton is now struggling with this in-
crease in flood insurance. In the com-
munity of Valley City, a home has a 
flood insurance bill that just went from 
$700 to more than $10,000 a year. Think 
about that. A lot of people who hear 
that amount would say: Is that your 
mortgage payment? No. They say: It is 
flood insurance. Get this. That flood 
insurance is for $60,000 worth of cov-
erage. 

We have an opportunity here to act 
as a body that actually listens to the 
challenges of the American people and 
actually reforms and looks back when 
we make decisions, decisions such as 
Biggert-Waters, and as Senator MENEN-
DEZ has so often said, the concerns 
about affordability were raised at the 
time. They assumed those would be 
taken into consideration as they 
moved forward with the rate reduction. 
It did not happen and these rates went 
up. 

But we also have a unique issue in 
North Dakota; it is called the base-
ment exemption. When you think 
about at what level your house is pro-
tected, you think about your founda-
tion, to that level where your yard ba-
sically meets your foundation. Because 
we waterproofed our basements along 
the Red River Valley in a lot of our 
communities we were given an exemp-
tion. Lots of money went into water-
proofing and making those basements 
flood-proof. 

One might ask: Why do you need a 
basement? Just put it on a slab. North 
Dakota, unbeknownst to a lot of peo-
ple, suffers from tornados. In fact, 
Fargo was devastated in the 1950s by a 
tornado. So people take very seriously 
that emergency shelter that is pro-
vided in basements, and frequently 
those basements get rehabbed and as a 
result were used as flood control back 
when those homes were built. 

But now we have a basement exemp-
tion. People have made the investment. 
FEMA has, in fact, suggested that the 
basement exemptions will no longer be 
valid for all of those communities that 
have relied on that to provide afford-
able housing in their communities. So 
this bill retains and says clearly that 
the basement exemption, after people 
made investments and reliance on the 
government—reliance on the govern-
ment’s word, that we will, in fact, have 
protection. Without this provision, 

without the basement exemption, flood 
insurance rates in these areas that rely 
on basements could go up again $10,000 
a year. 

The Homeowner Flood Insurance Af-
fordability Act provides a balanced, 
targeted approach. This bill gives 
FEMA the authority needed to imple-
ment reforms included in Biggert- 
Waters in a thoughtful way, to improve 
the program’s solvency, and phase out 
certain subsidies without pricing peo-
ple out of their homes and out of the 
program. 

It delays the premium increases until 
FEMA completes that all-important af-
fordability study required under 
Biggert-Waters and proposes regula-
tions that allow time for Congress to 
review. There have been some positive 
steps since many of my colleagues have 
come to the floor, including myself, to 
sound the alarm so many months ago. 
But we need still to pass this bill. 

I think the time is now. What better 
way—what better way for us to respond 
to the call of looking at and improving 
the condition of the middle class than 
to say: We heard. We listened. We un-
derstood the challenges and today we 
acted. We heard that you want to own 
your home. We heard that the Federal 
Government ought not get in the way 
of you owning your home. 

I would encourage all of my col-
leagues—all of my colleagues—to send 
a message, send a message that we are 
putting our votes where our mouths 
are; that we are, in fact, voting to im-
prove the condition of very many 
working-class and middle-class Amer-
ican citizens who have had great uncer-
tainty created as a result of flood in-
surance. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, last 

night during the President’s State of 
the Union speech, I felt as though I was 
watching another rerun of one of my 
favorite movies, ‘‘Groundhog Day’’ 
with Bill Murray. Of course, we all re-
member that movie. Bill Murray, the 
principal character, relives exactly the 
same 24 hours over and over and over 
again. 

Of course, that is what the Presi-
dent’s State of the Union reminded me 
of, because what we heard is a replay of 
a lot of the ideas we have heard in pre-
vious State of the Union speeches. But, 
unfortunately, the President’s speech 
and his claims in many respects did not 
reflect reality for most people. 

It is apparent the President has not 
changed in this respect. He still thinks 
slow economic growth and high unem-
ployment, that the answer to that is 
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more government spending and more 
government control over the economy. 
I would say in the debates we have had 
in this Chamber and elsewhere and 
that Americans have had throughout 
the course of our history since our 
country’s founding about the size and 
the role of the Federal Government, 
usually we end up debating philosophy, 
ideology, and theory. 

But the last 5 years have given us the 
proof we need that big government 
does not work; not to deny that people 
do not have the best of intentions, but 
we know promise after promise has 
been made, whether it is for the tril-
lion-dollar stimulus—what it would do 
to unemployment. The President later 
said, in a moment of candor: Well, I 
guess shovel ready was not all that 
shovel ready. NANCY PELOSI talked 
about timely, targeted, and temporary 
stimulus. Again, this was borrowed 
money. This is money we did not have 
which was added to our debt, which 
simply did not work. Then of course 
there is the example of ObamaCare. 
But let’s just review. For the last 5 
years, the President pushed through 
this trillion-dollar stimulus, a $1.8 tril-
lion dollar health care law, a $1.7 tril-
lion increase in new taxes, and about 
one-half trillion dollars in new regula-
tions. 

That is what happens, for example, 
when I go home to Texas. My commu-
nity bankers and credit unions say: We 
have hired new people, but the people 
we have hired are the ones to fill out 
the paperwork that is required by the 
new regulations that are the result of 
Dodd-Frank. 

This is another example of where 
Wall Street perhaps was the target but 
Main Street was the collateral damage. 
So all these new regulations have a 
cost to them because businesses, if 
they are going to be in business, are 
going to have to hire people to comply 
with those regulations, but that 
doesn’t help grow the economy. That 
doesn’t help make us more productive, 
and it doesn’t put as many people back 
to work as we would hope would be 
going back to work in productive jobs. 

Let us consider some of the results of 
some of these items: the stimulus, the 
health care bill, the new regulations, 
and new taxes. 

Between 2009 and 2013, we have seen 
median household income fall by more 
than $2,500, so that is $2,500 less than 
an average family has to spend on ev-
erything from their food to their heat-
ing or air-conditioning bill—$2,500 less. 

Then we know that the labor partici-
pation rate—that is a fancy name for 
the percentage of people actually in 
the workforce—has fallen to a three- 
decade low. It has fallen by 3 percent-
age points since 2009, meaning that 
many fewer people are actually in the 
workforce looking for work. If they 
were still in the workforce looking for 
work, the employment rate would ac-
tually be much higher, but they aren’t 
counted once they drop out of the 
workforce. Then we know that long- 

term unemployment has increased dra-
matically as a total share of unemploy-
ment. 

Of course, all of this happened after 
the recession was over. The technical 
definition of a recession, I believe, is 
two consecutive terms of negative eco-
nomic growth. But amazingly a poll 
conducted only last week reflected that 
74 percent of the respondents thought 
we were still in a recession. Whether it 
is a technical recession, people still 
feel as if we are in one. That is a re-
markable number, an unfortunate but 
yet scathing indictment of the Presi-
dent’s economic policies which have 
not delivered what he had hoped and 
had promised to deliver. 

What is the big idea that the Presi-
dent has to solve this problem or to ad-
dress these concerns of average hard- 
working American families? The big 
idea is let’s raise the minimum wage. 
Superficially, I admit raising the min-
imum wage has some appeal, but the 
fact is, when employers have to pay 
more for their workers, overall that is 
less money to hire new people. One 
study estimated that raising the min-
imum wage to $9.50 an hour—that is 
less than the $10.10 the President has 
proposed—would destroy no fewer than 
468,000 jobs. Think about it. There is 
some money with which to hire people, 
but rather than hire more people, the 
government sets the wages, meaning 
they can’t hire these other people. 
That is how it has an either/or effect in 
terms of jobs. One study calculated 
that raising the minimum wage to $10 
an hour could potentially destroy as 
many as 2.3 million jobs. 

The President chose to ignore this re-
ality last night in his speech. He was 
eloquent, as always, and gives a great 
speech. But he said once again—or reit-
erated once again—if he can’t get what 
he wants from Congress, he is prepared 
to go it alone. 

Last night he said he was going to 
issue an executive order giving a 40- 
percent pay raise to Federal contrac-
tors, even though the White House can-
not tell us how many workers would 
actually be affected because they don’t 
know. 

But who will end up paying more? 
The Federal Government. 

We are talking about raising spend-
ing by the Federal Government by 40 
percent for these Federal contractors. 
Somebody has to pay that money, so it 
is either going to be the taxpayers or it 
is going to be added to our deficits and 
debt. 

I don’t want to be a wet blanket, so 
let me end on a more positive note, 
something we could actually do to-
gether that would actually make a dif-
ference on those long-term unem-
ployed, on people stuck in jobs that are 
dead end or which they are frustrated 
with because they are not able to earn 
the income they want for their family 
and to live their dream. 

One of the debates we should have 
had earlier but for the majority leader 
denying us an opportunity to offer any 

amendments, debate, and vote on the 
unemployment insurance extension— 
but I believe we will see that again—is 
how could we help people learn the 
skills they need to qualify for the good, 
high-paying jobs that exist. But there 
is not enough trained workforce with 
the skills they need in order to pay for 
those good, high-paying jobs. 

We know there are a lot of workforce 
training initiatives. Our friend and col-
league from Oklahoma tells us there 
are some 40 different worker training 
programs, and he has proposed they 
ought to be consolidated and perhaps 
streamlined so more of that money 
could be focused on giving people the 
education and the tools they need in 
order to qualify for these good jobs. 

I saw a glimpse of what could happen, 
and thankfully is happening back in 
Houston, TX, at San Jacinto College, 
where I had the opportunity to meet 
some of these inspiring Texans, people 
who are pursuing their dream. 

I met an Iraq war veteran named Jor-
dan Chauvette, who went back to 
school with the help of the Hazlewood 
Act. The Hazlewood Act is a State law 
that provides tuition benefits to vet-
erans and their families. His goal was 
to learn the skills he would need in 
order to live a better life and earn a 
better income for his wife and family. 

He recently graduated from San 
Jacinto College and now is working at 
an engineering and construction com-
pany based in the city of La Porte. If I 
might interject, one of the reasons 
there is so much construction, manu-
facturing—an economic boom taking 
place in this part of our State—is be-
cause of the shale gas revolution. This 
is one of the brightest spots in our 
economy, our energy sector, domestic 
production producing cleaner natural 
gas. The President talked about that a 
little bit last night. It is creating these 
manufacturing jobs because natural 
gas happens to be feedstock necessary 
for the petrochemical industry. 

Many of the jobs that exist that need 
these technical skills are the sorts of 
jobs these young men and women are 
training for at San Jacinto College. Ev-
erything is connected to everything 
else, but this is how domestic energy 
production—some of which the Presi-
dent talked about last night—is so im-
portant in terms of bringing that man-
ufacturing back on shore. Then we 
need to have the job training in order 
to teach people the skills they need in 
order to qualify for these good, high- 
paying jobs. 

Let’s look at the case of Deanna Har-
per, who received a cosmetology degree 
from San Jacinto and then went back 
to school and earned a degree in some-
thing called process technology. I don’t 
pretend to understand everything that 
process technology involves, but all I 
know is she is a wife, a mother, and she 
is earning a six-figure salary working 
in the energy industry. It is a terrific 
story. 

I remember a few years ago in Ama-
rillo, TX, meeting a young Hispanic 
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woman, a single mother, who had been 
working as a prison guard—a dan-
gerous, tough job. But thanks to the 
degree she received from Amarillo Col-
lege, she was able to go to work on the 
B–22 Osprey assembly line making in 
excess of, I believe, $25 an hour and 
with a great career ahead of her. 

What it took was the opportunity for 
her to go back to school, learn those 
skills, match those skills with the job, 
and lift herself up by her own boot-
straps. 

So many other Texans—Jordan, 
Deanna, and this young woman I men-
tioned from Amarillo—have benefited 
from the recent surge of private invest-
ment into petrochemicals and manu-
facturing, which I mentioned a mo-
ment ago. The skills they acquired and 
the job training they had at San 
Jacinto prepared them not only for a 
good job but for an upwardly mobile 
career in a fast-growing industry. 

At a time of stubbornly high national 
unemployment and people giving up 
and dropping out of the workforce, we 
should be doing everything we possibly 
can to ensure that such jobs and ca-
reers are available to all Americans 
who want them. In that sense we 
should be doing everything possible to 
bring this sort of example to Wash-
ington, DC, and to spread it nationally. 

The truth is there are stories such as 
this occurring everywhere, but there is 
more we could do. Certainly, one is 
take up one of the suggestions of our 
friend from Oklahoma when he talks 
about the duplication, the waste, the 
inefficiency built into our job-training 
programs—to make them more effi-
cient, to deliver it more streamlined, 
and to deliver better value to the peo-
ple who need that training so they can 
qualify for these kinds of good, high- 
paying jobs. 

That is a much better idea than the 
Federal Government trying to make a 
political fix by fixing wages between an 
employer and a worker that artificially 
elevates those wages beyond what the 
market will bear and, in the process, 
limit the number of new people whom 
that employer can hire. 

These are only some of the ideas I 
think any reasonable person would say 
are not completely over the top, are 
not a crazy ideas, that kind of make 
sense. But that is exactly the sort of 
debate we are not having as a result of 
the restrictive way under which the 
majority leader is letting us take up 
consideration of some of this legisla-
tion such as the unemployment insur-
ance bill. 

Soon, I predict, he will bring a min-
imum-wage increase bill to the floor. 
The question is, Is he going to allow 
amendments from this side of the aisle 
and the Democratic side of the aisle 
too? When he cuts off amendments 
from the floor of the Senate, it doesn’t 
only hurt the minority. We don’t like 
it, but it doesn’t only hurt us. It hurts 
our friends on the other side of the 
aisle because they are not allowed to 
offer their constructive suggestions for 

what could improve the legislation. I 
thought that is why we are in the Sen-
ate, to try to produce the best product 
we can for the American people. 

We don’t do it by writing bills in the 
majority leader’s conference room, 
bringing them out here, and then try-
ing to shove them on through. That is 
why we have the debate, the checks, 
the balances, and the deliberative proc-
ess we have in the Senate. That is what 
we have not been having. 

I wished to raise a few examples of 
what we could be doing that would be 
enormously constructive and would 
help a lot of these struggling workers 
during a time of high unemployment 
and low labor participation to help 
them get back on track. 

I came away from that experience at 
San Jacinto College rejuvenated and 
encouraged that there is a lot we can 
do. We do know that people don’t want 
to collect unemployment—maybe some 
do, but most people, the vast majority 
of people, want a job. 

Again, to repeat what the President 
talked about last night, he talked 
about the dignity of work. That is what 
the vast majority of people want; they 
want a good job. If we give them the 
opportunity to learn the skills and we 
give them a growing economy that is 
creating jobs, not fewer jobs, then they 
will be able to find that. I came away 
even more committed to adopting 
progrowth economic policies that will 
make it easier for all Americans to 
find work when they finish school. 

I close on this note. The press leading 
into the President’s speech last night 
sounded as if it was going to be a whole 
lot more like he was going to go it 
alone. But he did at least offer an olive 
branch of trying to do things more con-
structively in the legislative branch, 
recognizing that our Constitution 
doesn’t authorize the executive to do 
this all by himself. That is what checks 
and balances are all about, and that is 
what doesn’t happen when he tries to 
‘‘go it alone.’’ There is danger in trying 
to go it alone when things are poorly 
thought out and rammed through with-
out adequate legislation. 

But there is one area where that 
President can use that phone and pen 
he talked about. He could use that pen 
to sign the authorization for the Key-
stone XL Pipeline and connect the 
pipeline to Canadian oil reserves that 
would extend from Canada all the way 
through the United States down to 
Port Arthur, TX, into what we call the 
Golden Triangle, where we have a lot of 
refineries that would turn that crude 
oil into jet fuel and gasoline. In the 
process a lot of jobs would be created. 

For those of my friends who say: Oh 
my gosh, we can’t build another pipe-
line, I would invite them to go on 
Google or Bing or any other search en-
gine and just type in oil and gas pipe-
lines and see what they get. You will 
be astonished at the number of pipe-
lines that crisscross this country and 
that safely transmit their product 
without our even knowing about it, by 
and large. 

I realize occasionally there are acci-
dents, and those are to be deplored and 
regretted, and we should try to prevent 
those. But the idea should not be to cut 
our nose off to spite our face and deny 
ourselves this safe source of energy 
from a friendly country such as Can-
ada, so we don’t have to get it from 
dangerous volatile regions of the world 
and also take with it the jobs that are 
created as a result of this great renais-
sance in American and North American 
energy. 

So I would say to the President, in 
conclusion, after listening to him last 
night, and really trying to listen to his 
words: Look at the States that actu-
ally are the successful laboratories of 
democracy. That is the phrase Louis 
Brandeis coined. That is the great 
thing about our Federal system, where 
we have 50 States that are sovereign. 
They conduct their own business, sub-
ject to those matters that are dele-
gated to the Federal Government under 
the Constitution. But the States are a 
great place to see what works and what 
doesn’t work. I might add that the two 
lowest unemployment rates in the 
United States are Bismark, ND, and 
Midland, TX, and not unrelated to the 
shale gas renaissance I mentioned a 
moment ago. 

We should look at what works, from 
the Tax Code—making it less burden-
some, more logical and more conducive 
to economic growth—to how we ad-
dress the unkept promises of things 
such as ObamaCare, which has created 
uncertainty, increased cost, and caused 
a lot of disruption in the lives of Amer-
icans, and replacing it with patient- 
centered reforms that actually reduce 
the cost, expand quality coverage, and 
improve access to care. 

I believe that is the kind of debate we 
should be having, and that is the type 
of agenda the American people are ask-
ing for and the type of agenda they de-
serve. 

Mr. President, I yield floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I 

come to the floor of the Senate today 
to speak on the importance of passing 
the Homeowner Flood Insurance Af-
fordability Act. I am a cosponsor of 
this legislation because without it mil-
lions of homeowners across the country 
will see significant increases in their 
flood insurance premiums. 

Homeowner insurance protects a 
family’s investments from damages 
and losses that come as a result of ac-
cidents or tornadoes or burglaries, but 
that same homeowner policy, as we all 
know, does not cover damage resulting 
from floods. Sadly, too many Ameri-
cans learn of this gap in their policy 
after it is too late. 

In recognition of this major gap in 
coverage, Congress created the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program in 1968 
to give homeowners and businesses pro-
tection in the event of a flood, and this 
program has helped them to protect 
their property, their families, and their 
livelihoods. 
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All regions of America are suscep-

tible to flooding. We see it with sea-
sonal rains, hurricanes, and thunder-
storms, and it is a powerful force of na-
ture we cannot escape. When you have 
flood insurance, you have the peace of 
mind that the tools to help you rebuild 
will be there for you. For Minnesotans 
who live in areas susceptible to flood-
ing, the flood insurance program is ab-
solutely vital. 

Each spring in northwestern Min-
nesota, we know the Red River of the 
North will top its banks and the flood 
waters will threaten Moorhead, MN, 
and Fargo, ND. Leading up to the flood 
event last spring, I visited the region 
twice to watch the flood preparations, 
to urge on our volunteers, and to en-
sure the residents were receiving the 
Federal assistance and cooperation 
they needed. Just as I have seen each 
and every year since 2007, I saw once 
again how hard friends and neighbors 
work to prepare for the potential flood. 

These people aren’t idly sitting by. In 
fact, I would bet that if towns and 
other areas of the country saw the kind 
of floods these folks have faced in cer-
tain years of the last decade, I am not 
sure they would have been saved. In 
this case, the residents of Moorhead 
and Fargo incessantly would create 
sandbags. They have huge warehouses 
filled with volunteers. Everyone from 
teenagers to seniors to inmates would 
be stuffing those bags full of sand. 
Residents fought heroically to save not 
only their homes but their businesses 
and their families. 

Across the Red River, we always say 
the rising river doesn’t divide the two 
States of Minnesota and North Dakota, 
it unites us. This is not the first time 
the Red River has risen, and it cer-
tainly won’t be the last. As honorable, 
tireless, and commendable as these ef-
forts are, homeowners can’t do it 
alone, and they deserve our help. That 
is why we need a National Flood Insur-
ance Program that offers affordable 
premiums for homeowners who are try-
ing to do the right thing. 

I would say that on the Minnesota 
side, many homeowners have relo-
cated—dozens and dozens. In fact, 
across our State, hundreds of houses 
have literally been moved or been de-
stroyed because they are too close to 
flooded areas, but still the need for 
flood insurance remains. 

So what are these people seeing? 
FEMA is increasing premiums to levels 
that do not fairly reflect the risks as-
sociated with the flood coverage that is 
being provided, and the consequences 
of these increases can’t be understated. 
There are 1.1 million homes and busi-
nesses across the country that were 
built before FEMA published a flood 
map of their community, and now they 
might not be able to sell their prop-
erty. Another 2.9 million homes and 
business owners across the country 
who have followed the rules but were 
remapped into a higher-risk area are 
now seeing significant spikes in their 
premiums. 

Rate increases are not just numbers. 
They can have a substantial impact on 
real families and even price them out 
of their homes. Sharp increases in pre-
miums are devastating for a place such 
as Roseau, MN, where 75 percent of the 
homes are located in the floodplain. 
One Roseau resident who recently 
wanted to purchase flood insurance for 
a home valued at $75,000, was shocked 
with the changes in the premiums. 
This individual’s new annual policy 
would cost $3,726, not the $985 it had 
been previously. That is nearly four 
times as much, and that is sticker 
shock. When calculated for 30 years, 
the length of a typical home loan, the 
flood policy on that $75,000 home would 
cost more than $110,000—more than the 
value of the home itself. 

Crookston, MN, residents are simi-
larly seeing premiums they can’t af-
ford. One resident, who recently pur-
chased a home for around $100,000, was 
stunned to learn his annual flood insur-
ance program would be $5,800, not the 
$800 he had anticipated based on the 
past. 

This isn’t the way the National Flood 
Insurance Program is supposed to 
work. Our National Flood Insurance 
Program should provide peace of mind, 
but, instead, these changes create a 
disincentive for families and businesses 
in flood-prone areas to do the right 
thing. 

Roseau recovered from a flood in 2002 
that caused widespread damage and is 
working on permanent flood protection 
to reduce the flood stages in the city. 
Once complete, the project will include 
a restriction structure to the city from 
the 100-year regulatory flood plain and 
reduce future flood damages by nearly 
86 percent. 

It makes no sense that FEMA would 
be pushing these premium increases on 
consumers before the congressionally 
required study on affordability has 
even begun. The bill the Senate is con-
sidering today, and which I support, 
supports these priorities. It stops the 
proposed rate increases until the af-
fordability study is done and the flood 
maps being used are verified as being 
accurate. Only after all of this critical 
information is reviewed should FEMA 
move forward and consider the cost of 
premiums that encourage participation 
in the flood insurance program while 
ensuring its long-term stability. 

The National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram has given protection to home-
owners and businesses from cata-
strophic flood losses for more than 45 
years. We shouldn’t hit them now with 
an outrageous premium increase. 

I commend Senators MENENDEZ, 
ISAKSON, and LANDRIEU on their great 
work on this legislation and urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

THE FARM BILL 
Now, Mr. President, I would like to 

discuss another critical priority for my 
home State of Minnesota, and that is 
the farm bill. 

I rise today to speak in support of 
the farm bill conference agreement. I 

was a member of the conference com-
mittee. This bill is good for farmers, it 
is good for rural economies, and it is 
good for taxpayers, which the House 
recognized earlier today when they 
voted to pass the farm bill by a strong 
vote of 251 to 166. Now it is the Senate’s 
turn to pass this critical legislation 
and get it to the President’s desk as 
soon as possible. 

I thank Chairwoman STABENOW for 
her determination to get us to this 
point. She has been tireless in her ad-
vocacy for America’s farmers and 
ranchers and has made it a priority to 
work in a bipartisan way with Ranking 
Member COCHRAN to put together a 
farm bill that strengthens the safety 
net for our Nation’s family farmers, 
ranchers, and preserves critical food 
and nutrition programs and brings 
down the deficit. Senator STABENOW 
couldn’t have been a better partner in 
this effort, and the same goes for Sen-
ator COCHRAN. I greatly appreciate the 
expertise they both bring to agricul-
tural policy, and I thank them for their 
leadership. 

I thank the ranking member of the 
House Agriculture Committee, COLLIN 
PETERSON. No one knows more about 
agriculture than COLLIN PETERSON, 
who serves as a representative from my 
State. He has the longest district in 
the United States of America, stretch-
ing literally from the Canadian border 
nearly down to the Iowa border. I guess 
that is why he flies his own plane when 
he visits the towns. There is no other 
way to visit many places in one day. It 
has been a privilege for me to work 
with Congressman PETERSON on this 
issue. It is the second farm bill we have 
worked on together. 

I also want to thank my other Con-
gressman TIM WALZ for his service on 
the conference committee. We worked 
hard to make sure this bill is strong for 
our country, for our State, and for the 
people of America. 

Farmers, ranchers, and rural commu-
nities in Minnesota have been waiting 
for this farm bill for more than 2 years. 
It is a good bill for our State, and it is 
a good bill for the country. It provides 
the certainty family farmers need to 
succeed and thrive, and that is why it 
has the strong support of both the Na-
tional Farmers Union and the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau. 

That is not to say everyone got ev-
erything they wanted in this bill. Some 
concerns remain about potentially re-
taliatory actions regarding exports. As 
the Senator from the State that is first 
in turkey, second in pork, and sixth in 
agricultural exports, I will continue to 
work with the administration and pro-
ducers to ensure our agricultural poli-
cies are implemented in a manner that 
avoids potential disruptions and en-
sures agricultural exports remain an 
American success story. 

As a member of the conference com-
mittee, I worked with colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle in the House and 
the Senate to build on the strong farm 
bill the Senate passed last year. In the 
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conference report, we first of all elimi-
nated direct payments and transitioned 
to crop insurance to help manage risk. 
We provided $880 million in mandatory 
funding to promote homegrown energy. 
We maintained the successful sugar 
program that is so important to the 
sugar beet producers in the Red River 
Valley. We reduced the deficit by $23 
billion, making this an important bill 
for all Americans. We kept nutrition 
programs strong for Minnesota fami-
lies. We provided permanent disaster 
relief for our Nation’s livestock pro-
ducers. We streamlined the conserva-
tion programs and still managed to 
come out with a proconservation bill 
that is supported by environmental and 
conservation groups across the coun-
try. 

I wanted to focus on the disaster pro-
visions of the bill. The disaster provi-
sions are all the more critical when we 
consider just how much our farmers 
and ranchers have been through re-
cently—the worst drought since 1956, a 
devastating blizzard that killed thou-
sands of cattle in my neighboring State 
of South Dakota, and a wet spring that 
led to a shortage of alfalfa that hurt 
beef and dairy producers in Minnesota. 

In this farm bill, we ensure that per-
manent disaster relief will be there for 
livestock producers that were left 
stranded when the farm bill expired 
last September. This assistance will be 
there for producers when they face the 
next disaster. 

The farm bill also includes an amend-
ment that I led with Senators HOEVEN 
and HEITKAMP that addresses critical 
priorities by providing an additional 
$300 million. This came out of our com-
mittee in the Senate before we passed 
it in the Senate. This $300 million will 
boost agricultural research, address 
the backlog of water and wastewater 
projects, and support energy projects 
in rural areas. 

The amendment also supported fund-
ing for conservation projects that can 
help reduce flooding while protecting 
wildlife habitat. 

The farm bill authorizes a joint study 
by the U.S. Departments of Agriculture 
and Transportation to examine rural 
transportation issues, including cap-
tive shipping, something I pushed for— 
seeing what I am seeing with some of 
our producers, with our agricultural 
producers, with our manufacturers 
that are at the end of the line and are 
finding they don’t have a lot of choice 
over what rail rates are for that last 
leg. They many times are being 
charged outrageously high rates, which 
makes it difficult for them to produce 
goods. 

Today families and farmers are fac-
ing a severe propane shortage in my 
State. I believe it is more important 
than ever that we understand the vul-
nerabilities and shortcomings of our 
transportation infrastructure so we 
can ensure that the fuels we need to 
keep our homes and barns warm are 
available and affordable. 

I fought to include each of these pro-
visions because I believe that if we 

want to recruit a new generation of 
farmers and ranchers, then we must 
take action to improve the quality of 
life in rural communities. That is why 
I authored a number of the provisions 
specifically to recruit beginning farm-
ers and ranchers. 

The first would reduce the cost of 
crop insurance for beginning farmers 
by 10 percent. The second would make 
it easier for beginning producers to 
graze livestock on Conservation Re-
serve Program acres. 

In this bill we put in place a new 
dairy program that helps dairy farmers 
in Minnesota and across the country 
who have struggled with low milk 
prices and high feed costs. We have 
probably seen that sector of the agri-
culture community hit harder than 
any other. Crops have had their 
droughts. We have seen wet springs 
that have hurt many of our farmers. 
We have seen the blizzard I mentioned 
in South Dakota which killed our cat-
tle. We have seen trade barriers put up 
in other countries which shut down the 
markets. But I would still say the 
hardest hit of any sector of our agricul-
tural economy in the last few years has 
been our dairy producers, specifically 
our small dairy producers. Anyone who 
has driven through the backroads of 
Minnesota or Wisconsin understands 
how important that is to our economy 
and our way of life. 

While this compromise wasn’t ex-
actly the deal we had reached in the 
Senate, it is still a strong deal. It still 
contains new protections for dairy 
farmers. I specifically thank COLLIN 
PETERSON for his leadership in being 
the architect of this change, as well as 
the work in the Senate by specifically 
Senator LEAHY and Senator STABENOW. 

The farm bill also streamlines con-
servation programs from 23 to 13, in-
cluding the provisions I worked on to 
help communities in the Red River 
Valley address flooding. It extends con-
servation compliance rules to the Crop 
Insurance Program—something that 
came out of the Senate bill—and also 
includes the sodsaver provision that I 
worked on with Senator THUNE in 
South Dakota for five or six States— 
really, the Prairie Pothole States. It 
protects native lands, native prairie, 
and helps to preserve our conservation 
efforts for hunting and for our way of 
life, particularly in the upper Midwest. 

These critical provisions, with the 
conservation compliance and our 
sodsaver amendment, are the reason 
the bill is supported by wildlife organi-
zations including Ducks Unlimited and 
Pheasants Forever, and environmental 
groups such as the Natural Resources 
Defense Council and The Nature Con-
servancy. 

I believe we do right by ourselves 
when we work to strengthen the farms 
and rural communities which sustain 
us every day. Our prosperity depends 
on it, and this farm bill helps us to do 
just that. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this very bipartisan farm bill. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(The remarks of Mr. COONS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1973 
are printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. COONS. I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

STATE OF THE UNION ADDRESS 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, yester-

day at the State of the Union Address 
by the President, I asked to join me— 
each Member of the Senate gets a pass, 
a gallery pass for a spouse or con-
stituent or someone—I asked Elizabeth 
Dandridge, a Head Start teacher from 
Cincinnati, to join me and she sat in 
the gallery—the first time she had ac-
tually been in the Capitol. She taught 
at Head Start for 10 years. 

Mrs. Dandridge isn’t paid a lot of 
money. Unfortunately, we don’t pay 
Head Start teachers and Head Start 
teaching assistants a whole lot more 
than minimum wage. It is important 
that people understand that there are a 
number of low-wage workers in this 
country. 

There is one thing I want to say be-
fore I yield to Senator SESSIONS. One of 
the reasons to increase the minimum 
wage is that it matters so much to 
those families who work so hard and 
get so little for it. President Obama 
said no one who works full time in this 
country should live in poverty, and he 
is absolutely right. 

The lesson of history is that 100 years 
ago this month Henry Ford made an 
announcement that he would pay every 
one of his workers—from the sweeper 
of the factory floor to the worker who 
assembles the autos—$5 a day. A lot of 
his business friends were outraged. 
They couldn’t believe he was doing 
this. He wasn’t necessarily doing it out 
of the goodness of his heart. I certainly 
don’t know his heart. It was a good 
business decision. 

He knew that if he would put $5 a day 
into his workers’ pockets, they would 
begin to spend that money, it would 
create more prosperity for the commu-
nity, a number of those workers might 
be able to buy cars that Ford assem-
bled, and we would all be better off. 
That is really what the minimum wage 
debate is about. It is not only about in-
creasing the minimum wage for those 
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hundreds of thousands of families in 
my State who work at such low-income 
levels. It is also going to help the econ-
omy in the State of Delaware, the 
State of Alabama, and the State of 
Ohio. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 

flood insurance program is important 
to a lot of Americans. It is important 
for my constituents in Alabama, and 
they are concerned about it. The re-
form that has been passed into law is 
fundamentally the right approach to 
fixing the difficulties that we have, in 
my opinion. It moves this program 
from a big subsidy to a program that is 
actuarially sound and self-sustaining. I 
think that is the appropriate goal. 

I think at some point a person living 
in the interior of the United States 
should not be required to have money 
extracted from him or her or from 
their family to pay for somebody who 
built their house on shifting sands on a 
beach somewhere. That is my view of 
it. There are people who might find 
themselves unexpectedly in a dan-
gerous circumstance where floods may 
occur rapidly or may not occur for dec-
ades. 

In my hometown of Mobile, a number 
of years ago they had a big flood prob-
lem. A lot of homes were damaged. 
They said it was the 100-year flood, and 
there was a lot of concern for every-
body. I think a lot of people didn’t have 
flood insurance. The next year it flood-
ed again so they had two 100-year 
floods in two consecutive years. I say 
that because it is very difficult to man-
age a program like this in a sound way 
and to fully anticipate all of the dan-
gers. 

What I am hearing from my constitu-
ents is that premiums are going up rap-
idly—very high for some people. It has 
gone up multiple times from what the 
present premiums are currently. There 
is little time to protest or get a clear 
review of it, and they think this ought 
to be more thoughtfully done and 
phased in in a more effective way. 

I tend to believe that, but I do not in-
tend to support legislation that would 
fundamentally undo, reverse or retreat 
from the principle that was established 
when we passed legislation in 2012 that 
provided for the sustainability of this 
government program—the Flood Insur-
ance Program. I think that is the right 
principle. It doesn’t have to be done 
overnight. But, it does have to be done 
more carefully. It doesn’t need to be 
done in a way that hard-working Amer-
icans who are struggling to get by find 
their flood insurance premiums—which 
they must have before they can get a 
loan to buy a house in a flood-prone 
area—doubles, triples or quadruples, 
and it can be virtually as much as their 
house payment. This is the problem we 
are facing. 

My colleague Senator COBURN has 
raised a budget point of order against 
the legislation, and I think the budget 

point of order is well taken. The chair-
man of the Budget Committee, Senator 
PATTY MURRAY, and her staff, have 
agreed that the legislation violates the 
budget, and I, as the ranking Repub-
lican on the Budget Committee, cer-
tainly agree with that. 

There are two aspects of the budget 
point of order. Maybe I can summarize 
it. There is probably more to it than 
this, but in essence we can say two 
things about it. One, the bill spends 
more than the Banking Committee was 
authorized to spend; that creates a vio-
lation of the budget in itself. The other 
violation is that the underlying bill 
adds to the debt. It spends more money 
than we have, and the result would be 
to add to the debt of the United States. 

What the bill’s supporters have done 
is come before the Presiding Officer 
and moved to waive all budget viola-
tions. They say this legislation is so 
important that we should just waive 
the violations and not worry about it. 
I believe we need to worry about the 
budget, and we need to think about it. 
There may be occasions when the budg-
et point of order should be waived when 
we go forward, and there will be points 
in time when it should not be waived. 

My view is that we should not waive 
all budget points of order. I do not be-
lieve that is the appropriate vote at 
this time. We imposed a budget. We 
promised to limit spending to certain 
amounts, and we should stay within 
that and not add to the debt. I feel 
strongly that we ought to adhere to the 
budget and not go around waiving it 
any time somebody wants to spend 
more money and thereby weaken the 
commitment we made to the American 
people when we established certain 
limits on spending. 

Both Houses of Congress have adopt-
ed it, and we passed it by law. The 
President signed the legislation that 
sets spending limits. This bill violates 
those limits. 

I have given thought to this, and 
maybe good people will disagree. This 
is my view of it. We should not spend 
more on the flood insurance program 
than was projected and agreed to and 
add to the debt of the United States of 
America. We absolutely should not do 
that. 

We should not reduce the constraints 
we placed on the Federal flood program 
so we can spend more money and then 
borrow the money to pay for that extra 
cost. That is not what we should do. 
This budget point of order would allow 
that to happen. The motion to waive 
the budget objection raised by Senator 
COBURN—waiving that and all objec-
tions to the bill would waive that. 

There appears to be a second viola-
tion, and that violation is that it 
spends more than the Banking Com-
mittee was authorized to spend. I think 
that is a somewhat different issue. 
Some might disagree under these cir-
cumstances. I think that aspect of a 
budget point of order could be waived, 
and this is why. Under the law adopted 
by this body in 2012, the flood insur-

ance program is to be moved to a fully 
self-sustaining actuarially sound pro-
gram where all the premiums that 
come in are sufficient to pay all of the 
claims that go out—like any other in-
surance company in America tries to 
operate. That is the principle that Con-
gress—both Houses—established when 
they passed the reform in 2012. 

I don’t think it is necessarily to be 
considered a tax increase or a violation 
of the budget if this insurance pro-
gram, which is part of the Banking 
Committee’s jurisdiction, results in in-
creased premiums to ensure that the 
program, while it is transitioning, re-
mains sound and is ultimately paid for. 
I think that is the kind of waiver that 
may be justified. 

I am really impressed with Senator 
TOOMEY and how hard he has worked on 
his legislation to create an alternative 
to the base legislation that is before us 
today, which I don’t think can be justi-
fied because it adds to the debt of the 
United States. We don’t need to add to 
the debt. Every time somebody has a 
problem and then proposes a solution, 
the tendency is to not find reductions 
in spending somewhere to fix the prob-
lem that they have. They look around 
and see if they can just borrow the 
money and not pay for the extension. 

I support Senator TOOMEY’s approach 
to solving this problem. I mean, his 
amendment would require a surcharge 
on all new NFIP policies, but it would 
not add to the debt because the addi-
tional spending is paid for by the sur-
charges that are in turn paid for by 
NFIP policy beneficiaries. It is not tax-
ing the American citizens to subsidize 
a group of people who have flood insur-
ance when the general citizenry does 
not have flood insurance. 

It is an increased fee on the people 
who benefit from flood insurance in the 
short term to transition this flood in-
surance program to the more rigorous 
self-sustaining program from the one 
that is not self-sustaining or is rather 
draconian in the way it is being imple-
mented. 

I think Senator TOOMEY’s legislation 
may not be perfect, but I believe his 
legislation is actuarially sound. It 
raises sufficient revenue from the peo-
ple who benefit from the flood insur-
ance program to transition in a more 
gentle and logical and reasonable way 
to the new program. It would transi-
tion it in an effective way. 

It does not—according to the people 
who really understand this—threaten 
the integrity of the reforms that have 
been voted into law. 

I think a good case can be made that 
the base legislation before us today 
violates several budget points of order 
and is drafted in a way that threatens 
the very integrity of the reforms we 
approved in 2012. We should not do 
that. We should not weaken the com-
mitment we made as a Congress in any 
way that would lead us in a situation 
in which we don’t follow through on 
the commitment we had to make sure 
that flood insurance becomes actuari-
ally sound and self-sufficient. 
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For what it is worth, I will share 

with my colleagues my belief that we 
should not waive all budget points of 
order, although there may be a possi-
bility that we can waive the budget 
point of order with regard to the spend-
ing limit because, should we adopt the 
Toomey amendment, the flood insur-
ance program’s indebtedness would be 
alleviated by placing a fee on the insur-
ance policies which benefit the very 
people who receive the flood insurance 
subsidies. 

I appreciate my colleagues Senator 
MENENDEZ and others who are striving 
to alleviate some of the harsh results 
of the transition of the current law, 
but I think their proposal runs a risk 
of abandoning the commitments that 
we made, and I believe their plan would 
add to the debt. 

I think the Toomey amendment 
would be the preferable way for us to 
meet the problems of this very rough 
transition period we are in without 
adding to the debt and without threat-
ening to abandon the good goal of an 
actuarially sound flood insurance pro-
gram. 

I yield the floor. 
LOWER RATES 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the State 
of Michigan has traditionally been a 
donor State with regard to the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. Over 
the life of the program, Michigan resi-
dents have paid far more in premiums 
than they have received in benefits. It 
was my understanding that the flood 
insurance reform measure that was 
passed last year was designed to make 
the program more appropriately reflect 
the true flood risks for insured prop-
erties. With the phaseout of subsidies 
for some high-risk properties, many 
Michigan residents expected last year’s 
reforms to lead to a better balance be-
tween donor and recipient States and 
potentially lower rates for Michigan 
residents whose properties are lower 
risk. 

I ask, is it correct that the bill before 
us, S. 1926, if passed, would not prevent 
rates from decreasing if that rate 
would have decreased under current 
law? 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Yes, the Senator is 
correct. This bill will freeze the eligi-
bility for some subsidized properties 
that are required, under current law, to 
move to risk-based rates. But freezing 
the eligibility for some properties will 
not prevent any property owner from 
obtaining an elevation certificate and 
having their rate lowered to account 
for a lower risk reflected in the ele-
vation certificate. 

Mr. LEVIN. Thank you for your as-
surances. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWN). Under the previous order, the 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive. 

The yeas and nays were previously 
ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 
is necessarily absent: The Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. COATS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 64, 
nays 35, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 15 Leg.] 
YEAS—64 

Baldwin 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Blunt 
Booker 
Boxer 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coons 
Donnelly 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Franken 
Gillibrand 
Hagan 

Harkin 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Hoeven 
Isakson 
Johnson (SD) 
Kaine 
King 
Klobuchar 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Nelson 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Scott 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 
Wyden 

NAYS—35 

Alexander 
Ayotte 
Barrasso 
Boozman 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Cruz 
Enzi 

Fischer 
Flake 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heller 
Inhofe 
Johanns 
Johnson (WI) 
Kirk 
Lee 
McCain 

McConnell 
Moran 
Paul 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rubio 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Thune 
Toomey 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coats 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 64, the nays are 35. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion to waive is 
agreed to. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are 
going to have three more votes to-
night. I understand they are going to 
be voice votes. We have made signifi-
cant progress with this important piece 
of legislation. The next vote will be at 
11:15 tomorrow. We expect to have the 
final vote on this bill tomorrow at 2 
o’clock. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2703 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

now 2 minutes equally divided on 
amendment No. 2703 offered by the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, Mr. REED. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-
stand pending amendment is the Reed 
amendment. I also understand it will 
be accepted by voice vote. I yield back 
my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2703) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote and to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2706 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

now 2 minutes equally divided on 
amendment No. 2706 offered by the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
hope my colleagues will vote enthu-
siastically for this amendment. Across 
the country, communities and local or-
ganizations are trying to revive rivers 
that have been dammed and blocked. 
When they go forward to remove a 
dam, when they go forward to put in a 
fish ladder, when they redesign a cul-
vert to allow for water passage, they 
have to file a flood plan. 

FEMA requires them to pay a fee to 
have that flood plan assessed. The fee 
is almost always waived. But they still 
have to go through the waiver process, 
which costs money and frankly can be 
as burdensome as simply paying the 
fee. This eliminates that fee. It elimi-
nates that part of the process and al-
lows towns and small organizations 
more readily to come to the aid of our 
old small rivers. 

I think this is something we should 
be able to agree on with great strength. 
It is noncontroversial. I urge my col-
leagues to vote yea. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? If not, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2706) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote and to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is pending. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 2708 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, 

my amendment is very simple and 
common sense. Many homeowners who 
live across the United States live in 
homes that simply cannot be elevated 
in order to protect or reduce flood risk 
because of their inherent structure. 
This is a problem that is true for cities 
in New York, cities in New Jersey. In 
reality, if you live in a brownstone or 
you live in an apartment building, you 
cannot raise them to protect against 
flood damage. 

To fix this problem, all my amend-
ment does is require FEMA to provide 
a uniform set of guidelines describing 
FEMA-approved methods of mitigation 
such as flood-proofing or using flood- 
proof building materials to help those 
homeowners reduce their risk of flood 
damage. For example, do not leave 
computers and electrical equipment in 
your basement. Bring them to the first 
and second floor. 

Those kind of simple flood mitiga-
tion changes can easily save enormous 
amounts of money and the risk of flood 
damage from flooding. The amendment 
also requires FEMA to consider any ac-
tions taken by homeowners to imple-
ment the methods identified in those 
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guidelines when calculating flood in-
surance premium risk rates. By pro-
viding a clear set of mitigation guid-
ance for homeowners, this amendment 
will help homeowners with more op-
tions to reduce their flood risk. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. I believe it is non-
controversial. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 2708) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider and move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I 
know we are scheduled to take the 
final votes on this bill tomorrow morn-
ing and final passage at 2. I just wish 
to thank all of the colleagues who were 
so cooperative today discussing and 
moving through these amendments. I 
appreciate the cooperation—bipartisan 
cooperation, open debate process. I 
think it has been very helpful. I think 
we are building a better flood insur-
ance program for the country, which is 
our aim. 

I thank Senator MENENDEZ and Sen-
ator ISAKSON for their leadership 
today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak for 15 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLIMATE CHANGE 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, 

this is the 56th time, the 56th consecu-
tive week that we have been in session 
in the Senate that I have come to the 
floor to sound an alarm about carbon 
pollution and the harm it is causing to 
our oceans and to our coastal commu-
nities—the 56th time. Frankly, I am 
getting a little sick of it. I am getting 
sick of the Republican Party being 
completely the tool of the polluters. I 
am sick of the phony denial and of not 
getting anything done. I am sick of 
what it is going to say about American 
democracy if we keep failing at this. 

But I am going to keep pounding 
away because it is so vital to my ocean 
State. We are a little State with a lot 
of coast. Our sea level is rising, driven 
by faraway melting glaciers and every-
where expanding sea water. As oceans 
warm, the water expands. That is what 
liquids do. Deniers look up thermal ex-
pansion of liquids and deny that. 

The most recent Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change report pro-
jected that sea level will likely rise 11⁄2 
to 3 feet by 2100 if we do what the pol-
luters prefer and ignore the clear sci-
entific evidence. By the way, that is a 
conservative number. 

These rising sea levels hit coasts 
hard, particularly when storms beat 
those seas against our shores. It is not 
just me saying that, we are supposed to 
listen to the nonpartisan Government 
Accountability Office around here. A 
2013 GAO report on climate change ef-
fects said this: 

Storm surge, combined with sea level rise, 
is projected to generate a wide range of nega-
tive impacts on roads and bridges. For exam-
ple, storm surges are projected to increas-
ingly inundate coastal roads, cause more fre-
quent or severe flooding of low lying infra-
structure, erode road bases, and ‘‘scour’’ 
bridges by eroding riverbeds and exposing 
bridge foundations. 

People from polluting States may 
think that is funny, may think that 
does not matter, but to a coastal State 
such as mine this is a serious threat. 
This chart shows the worldwide meas-
ured change in sea level. This is not 
some theory—measured change in sea 
level—as well as a number of different 
models projecting future sea levels. 

We can see that sea level has been 
steadily rising over the past 130 years, 
generally consistent with human fossil 
fuel use. Between 1901 and 2010, sea 
level rise was estimated at 1.7 millime-
ters per year. Recently updated sat-
ellite measurements from the Univer-
sity of Colorado Sea Level Research 
Group show a rise of 3.2 millimeters per 
year from 1993 to 2013. 

The rate of increase has already 
nearly doubled. According to the IPCC, 
that rate is likely to accelerate. In 
Rhode Island, our tide gauge in New-
port shows an increase in average sea 
level of nearly 10 inches since 1930. 
Consistent with the global trends, 
measurements at our Newport tide 
gauge show that the rate of sea level 
rise has also increased in the past two 
decades. 

Local coastal erosion rates have dou-
bled from 1990 to 2006, and some fresh-
water coastal wetlands are already 
transitioning to salt marsh from fresh-
water as they are inundated by the sea. 

Our Rhode Island Coastal Resources 
Management Council has documented 
160 feet of shoreline lost to erosion in 
the town of South Kingstown since 
1951, a rate of 3 feet per year. A steady 
3 feet per year is one thing, add a 
storm and surges can wipe up whole 
swaths of land at once, as we saw with 
Superstorm Sandy. 

We can see the erosion here. Back in 
1994, this beach pavilion was set back a 
good way from the water. By 2012, here, 
the ocean was just a few feet from the 
structure. This is the roof that is here. 
This is the framing that is here. This is 
the very beginning of this walkway 
back here. There is the ocean. The 
ocean has moved from here essentially 
to there. Roads and other infrastruc-
ture that were once a safe distance 
from the shoreline were also battered 
by this terrible storm surge and wind. 

The small, vibrant coastal town of 
Matunuck, RI, is under siege from the 
advancing ocean. This chart shows how 
far the shoreline has shifted since 1951. 
Here is the 1951 shoreline. This is the 

2012 photo, showing how much the sea 
has risen and eaten against the shores. 
In the last dozen years, beaches have 
eroded 20 feet. 

The community now faces difficult 
decisions. The only road connecting 
Matunuck to neighboring towns is pro-
tected by only about 10 feet of sand 
now. The road provides access for 
emergency vehicles residents may 
need. Underneath it lies their water 
main. If carbon dioxide emissions con-
tinue unchecked, another 5 feet of pro-
jected sea level rise is a real possibility 
after the year 2100. 

Matunuck’s projected coastline with 
5 feet of sea level rise can be seen in 
red. These are all houses. This is Roy 
Carpenter’s Beach. These houses have 
been here in some cases for generations 
and they are tumbling into the sea as 
the ocean encroaches on them. 

This is famous Newport Harbor. In 
Newport, 5 feet of sea level rise would 
inundate large portions of our vibrant 
downtown area, including America’s 
Cup Avenue, right here; including the 
Long Wharf Shopping Center, which 
would be about here; and including the 
famous and historic Cardines Field, a 
great old baseball field. 

Goat Island will be only a few specks 
of land. This is what 3 feet of sea-level 
rise would look like in Newport. 
Perrotti Park is gone. The Ann Street 
Pier is gone, not to mention the New-
port Harbor Master’s office. He will be 
a lot closer to the harbor when it is 
pouring through his windows than he is 
right now. Wherever Rhode Island 
meets the sea, our homes, commu-
nities, and our very economy are at 
stake. 

Yet in Congress we sleepwalk, lulled 
by the narcotic influence of the pol-
luting special interests. No wonder I 
am frustrated. 

When my colleagues say they are 
worried about job loss in the polluting 
coal and oil industries, I am willing to 
listen. I am even willing to help, but I 
am not willing to stand by while this is 
happening in my home State and have 
us pretend it is not even real. 

Rhode Island, of course, is not the 
only region experiencing sea-level rise, 
coastal erosion, and economic disrup-
tion. Rising seas concern coastal re-
gions across the country. With over 
1,000 miles of coastline, Florida is at 
grave risk from sea-level rise. 

According to the World Resources In-
stitute and an article published in ‘‘En-
vironmental Research Letters,’’ of all 
the people and housing in America 
threatened by sea-level rise, 40 percent 
is in Florida. That is because in Flor-
ida the flooding won’t just be along the 
coast; low-lying inland areas are also 
at risk. That is because Florida is built 
on porous limestone. 

In New England, on our rocky shores, 
we could perhaps build levees and dams 
in some places to hold the oceans back. 
In Miami, they would be building those 
structures on geological sponge. The 
water will seep right under. Using the 
best available science, the Southeast 
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Florida Regional Climate Change Com-
pact assessed the risk to four south 
Florida counties of sea-level rise. In 
those counties, 1 foot of sea-level rise 
would endanger approximately $4 bil-
lion in property. In Monroe County, 
three of the four hospitals, two-thirds 
of the schools, and 71 percent of emer-
gency shelters are endangered by a 1- 
foot sea-level rise. 

Go to 3 feet of sea-level rise in these 
counties. That would endanger approxi-
mately $31 billion worth of property. 
That is a lot of infrastructure at risk. 

This map shows 3 feet of sea-level 
rise in Miami-Dade County. The map 
on the left shows current elevation in 
southern Miami-Dade compared to 3 
feet of sea-level rise on the right. These 
blue regions go underwater. They have 
lost acres upon acres of that city. 

This nuclear power station, Turkey 
Point, and this sewage treatment plant 
are virtually cut off from dry land. Yet 
what do we hear from our Republican 
colleague from Florida? Denial, right 
along the polluter party line. 

Louisiana is teed up for the worst 
storm surge by the warming, rising 
waters of the Gulf of Mexico. According 
to a U.S. Geological Survey-led study, 
between 1985 and 2010, Louisiana lost a 
football field an hour of land and wet-
lands to coastal erosion. 

A recent poll shows that Louisiana 
voters understand and want action on 
climate change. Seventy-two percent 
of Louisianans believe climate change 
is a serious problem that threatens ev-
eryone. It is hitting their lives and yet 
our Republican colleague from Lou-
isiana offers streams of denial. 

The State with the most coastline is 
Alaska. Another U.S. Geological Sur-
vey study shows that coastal erosion of 
a 40-mile stretch along the Beaufort 
Sea has climbed from 20 feet per year 
between the mid-fifties and late seven-
ties to 28 feet per year between the late 
seventies and two thousands and now 
has doubled to more than 45 feet per 
year between 2002 and 2007. 

Climate change is one of several fac-
tors at play and is contributing to this 
accelerating loss. 

Earlier this month our Bicameral 
Task Force on Climate Change, which I 
lead with Chairman WAXMAN, wel-
comed Alaskans from the town of 
Shishmaref, an Inupiat Eskimo village 
located on a small barrier island 5 
miles from mainland Alaska, to hear 
from them how climate change is af-
fecting their homes. Their houses are 
literally falling into the sea thanks to 
sea-level rise and coastal erosion. 
Their centuries-old culture is crum-
bling away with each wave. This is a 
house in Shishmaref. This is a house at 
Roy Carpenter’s Beach in Rhode Island. 
We can see how we sympathize with 
the town of Shishmaref. 

In Alaska, Shishmaref is not alone. A 
recent GAO report showed that 31 Alas-
kan villages are at risk. The 12 red dots 
shown are villages that are now consid-
ering relocating completely. According 
to the U.S. Corps of Engineers, reloca-

tion costs are estimated at $100 million 
to $200 million for Shishmaref, and 
other villages could face similar costs. 

Stanley Tocktoo is the former mayor 
of Shishmaref. He came to our hearing 
and said: 

No matter your politics, you can’t ignore 
the facts. The facts are that our village is 
being impacted by climate change on a daily 
basis. And we need you to do something 
about it. 

He said: 
No matter your politics, you can’t ignore 

facts. 

The painful truth, Mayor Tocktoo, is 
that in Congress, if you have certain 
politics, you are actually obliged to ig-
nore the facts. You are required to ig-
nore the facts. Your big-money peo-
ple—the big polluters, the Koch broth-
ers—insist on it. They demand that you 
ignore the facts. 

Citizens United, that God-awful Su-
preme Court decision, means that the 
big polluters’ big money can drown out 
in elections—particularly in Repub-
lican primary elections—every reason-
able person, Republican, Independent, 
or Democrat, who understands that we 
need to act. The party on the other 
side is stuck, trapped by the campaign 
finance rules and the big money of the 
big polluters. 

We could, in Congress, be awake, 
helping and meeting the call of duty. 
We could be working with the Presi-
dent to implement his climate action 
plan. 

The Environment and Public Works 
Committee, under the strong leader-
ship of Chairman BARBARA BOXER, re-
cently held an oversight hearing on the 
President’s climate action plan. What 
did we get in that hearing from our Re-
publican colleagues? Denial, quar-
reling, and obfuscation—the polluter 
party line. 

They actually brought in, as a Re-
publican witness, a person whose orga-
nization took money from the Koch 
brothers, Exxon, and from other far- 
right and denier foundations, including 
the notorious Donors Trust and Donors 
Capital Fund, which launders money 
from big donors who want to remain 
anonymous. 

If people have not heard of this Do-
nors Trust and Donors Capital group, a 
recent report out of Drexel University 
described this group as the ‘‘black box 
that conceals the identity of contribu-
tors,’’ the ‘‘central component,’’ and 
‘‘dominant funder’’ of the denier appa-
ratus. This was who they chose as their 
witness. 

We could, in Congress, be figuring 
out how a carbon pollution fee—one 
that returns all of its proceeds back to 
the American people—could best boost 
our economy, as some prominent Re-
publicans have suggested. But I sent a 
letter to my Republican colleagues 
summarizing the Republican case for a 
carbon fee and not one responded. 

The polluters have the Republican 
Party at their heels. It is a tragic state 
of affairs for a great political party. 

Carbon pollution from the burning of 
fossil fuels is altering the atmosphere 

and oceans. It is changing our climate. 
The scientific consensus around this 
fact is overwhelming. Denial at this 
point is propped-up polluter-paid non-
sense. Where carbon pollution hits the 
oceans, denial requires people not only 
to reject science but to reject measure-
ment. We measure sea-level rise. We 
measure ocean warming. We measure 
ocean acidification. It is not com-
plicated. We measure sea-level rise, 
more or less, with a yardstick. We 
measure ocean warming with a ther-
mometer; we measure ocean acidifica-
tion with simple litmus tests that ev-
eryone with an aquarium is familiar 
with. 

Yet despite that incontrovertible evi-
dence from our oceans, we sleepwalk on 
in Congress, thanks to a great political 
party’s captivity by polluters. It is a 
disgrace. It will go down in history as 
a disgrace. 

We could strengthen our economy, 
we could save our great coastal cities 
and our age-old island villages, and we 
can leave things better, not worse, for 
the generations that will follow us, but 
we have to pay attention to reality. We 
have to pay attention to the real evi-
dence. We can’t be swept up in the 
toxic polluter-paid politics that infect 
Washington. 

This matters immensely to Alaska. 
It matters immensely to the citizens of 
Shishmaref. It matters immensely to 
the residents of Florida who are look-
ing at their cities; and it matters im-
mensely to Rhode Island, the Ocean 
State, because the undeniable changes 
from sea-level rise and warming are 
upon us and will only worsen. For once 
and for all, it is time for us to wake up. 

Mrs. BOXER. Would the Senator 
yield through the Chair for a colloquy? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I yield to the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. First I wish to say how 
proud I am to listen to the Senator’s 
words, to have him on the committee I 
am so honored to chair. 

To learn today that the Senator 
made over 50—— 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Fifty-six. 
Mrs. BOXER. Fifty-six presentations 

on the floor of the Senate, regardless of 
the hour, regardless of his other press-
ing needs, the Senator is making the 
record that we must act to prevent the 
worst and most catastrophic occur-
rences from climate change. 

I wish to ask of the Senator a few 
questions because we have gone 
through a lot of these battles in the 
committee, and I think it is time that 
people knew what happened. I am going 
to see if we can put something in the 
RECORD. 

The Senator pointed out putting a 
price on carbons as the way we need to 
move. The Senator also pointed out 
that many countries outside of the 
United States support it. Would the 
Senator please tell us, because he has 
mentioned this before, who are some of 
the leaders of the Republican Party? 
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Mr. WHITEHOUSE. One of the most 

prominent ones is George Shultz, who 
served with great distinction, I believe, 
under three Republican Presidents. 

Mrs. BOXER. True. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ran into him in 

the last 10 days and I said: Thank you 
for your work on carbon. It is impor-
tant. He said: It is important. I said: 
We have to do a carbon fee. He said: 
Revenue neutral. I said: Yes, we have 
to do a revenue-neutral carbon fee. 

Revenue-neutral carbon fee means 
that the money that is generated by 
the polluters pays for the harm they do 
to do to all the rest of us, which they 
otherwise get away with for free, and it 
goes back to the American people. It is 
revenue neutral. It doesn’t go into the 
government and raise the size of gov-
ernment. It goes right back. We could 
do it by lowering taxes, by paying off 
every student loan in the country. We 
could do it by giving seniors on Social 
Security a raise. What a good discus-
sion that would be, to be having right 
here. But we can’t have that discussion 
because the other party is trapped by 
the polluters—trapped in their politics, 
trapped by their money. 

Mrs. BOXER. The point I am making 
is the Senator points out one very 
prominent Republican, but there are 
many more. I remember when I started 
out in politics, I was a county super-
visor. The environment was the one 
issue—one or two, the other one was a 
woman’s right to choose. Those two 
issues were so bipartisan that we all 
came together. When we ran for county 
supervisor, we didn’t have a label. We 
ran just as an independent person. But 
everyone backed the constitutionally 
protected right to choose and everyone 
backed cleaning up the environment. 

So the Senator has described what 
has happened and he has used some 
very colorful language from time to 
time, but I thought one of the things 
he recently said—and I want to make 
sure I quote it right—is that it is like 
this Capitol is surrounded by the lies of 
the polluters and we can’t get the truth 
into this Chamber. 

The Senator actually says it better. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. They have erect-

ed a barricade of lies, Madam Chair-
man. They have erected a barricade of 
lies, and it is supported by an ava-
lanche of money. If you go outside that 
barricade, you see enormous support 
for getting something done about cli-
mate. 

Just to give the example of our cor-
porate community—Coke and Pepsi, 
the Mars corporation, which makes 
M&Ms and Mars bars, Ford and GM, 
Apple, Nike, Walmart, on and on—we 
can go through the signal American 
corporations, the heraldry of the Amer-
ican corporate world, and they are 
ready to get something done. But there 
is enough money that gets thrown by 
the polluters and enough threats made 
by them in Republican primaries that 
our colleagues are trapped. Unless we 
build a coalition that gets them a way 
out, that barricade will continue to in-

hibit progress on this issue in this 
building. 

Mrs. BOXER. Right. The dilemma we 
face is the window to act is closing in 
on us. The Senator showed some ex-
traordinary photos. One is up there 
now. We see that already climate 
change is creating climate refugees. 

There was a movie done called ‘‘Cli-
mate Refugees,’’ and it went out to the 
island nations of the world that many 
people never even knew existed. The 
folks there, because of the sea level 
change and the change in the weather 
and the fact that they can’t grow the 
crops they used to and they can’t rely 
on water, et cetera, have to be leaving 
their homes they have lived in for gen-
erations. 

What the Senator is saying is so sad 
and shocking. It looks to me as though 
he is having that in his own State. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. My colleague’s 
point, that this used to be a bipartisan 
issue, is actually illustrated by this 
photograph. This is Roy Carpenter’s 
Beach. It is a beach that got probably 
hit the hardest. There were some big-
ger, older houses that got washed away 
down the shore, but this has a lot of 
these smaller houses that families have 
held onto for generations. After Sandy, 
with the sea level rise and then the 
storm, together, they knocked them 
into the water this way. 

This individual right here is Lincoln 
Chafee. That is Governor Chafee. He 
served in this body as a Republican, 
and he was one of the staunchest envi-
ronmentalists in this body. If you go 
back further, his father John Chafee 
served as the chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee. He 
was one of my colleague’s predecessors, 
and he helped lead the passage of the 
Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act, 
a Republican, and he was proud of it. 
He didn’t hide from it. 

It wasn’t something the Republican 
Party had to run away from in those 
days. Try to find that in the modern 
Republican Party. It is embarrassing 
what has happened to a great political 
party. 

Mrs. BOXER. Senator WHITEHOUSE 
raises the name of John Chafee and 
Lincoln Chafee. I was friendly with 
both of those Chafees, John being my 
chairman, a role model for me. I lit-
erally learned from him. Not only was 
he a leader on the environment, he was 
a leader on so many other issues: sen-
sible gun laws—sensible gun laws. 

Something has happened to the 
Grand Old Party. Somebody once said 
maybe they are the formerly Grand Old 
Party. But I have hope they will return 
and be the Grand Old Party, because I 
was here when we had leadership on 
the other side for a climate bill. We fell 
just a few votes short. If we hadn’t had 
a filibuster, we would have nailed it. 

Putting a price on carbon is the only 
way to go, and my colleague makes the 
case because there is a cost. What is 
the cost? We see it. This is the cost. 
Yet those who are putting this dan-
gerous pollution in the air don’t pay 

anything for it. As a matter of fact, 
they get subsidies still. 

The Senator and I sometimes talk 
offline here, and we say we are very 
calm when we speak here because we 
know we have to have a sense of deco-
rum, but inside a lot of us are churn-
ing, because we love our children and 
we love our grandchildren and we love 
this Nation and we want to be leaders 
and we want our Nation to lead. Yet we 
are having a terrible time. We have a 
situation where 97 percent of scientists 
say climate change is happening and 
we know exactly why. It is human be-
havior. 

Our friend ANGUS KING gave a re-
markable presentation to the caucus 
the other day, making the point that 
Senator WHITEHOUSE made, which is 
that this isn’t conjecture, this is 
science. This is measurement. You 
measure it. You see it. You know what 
is happening. This isn’t like when you 
are hit with a tragedy and you don’t 
want to look at it; you lose somebody 
and you are in denial about it. We un-
derstand that, how the human mind 
would do that. But this is science, and 
it is very difficult. 

I wanted to ask a couple more ques-
tions. I am truly enjoying this col-
loquy. It reminds me of the old days 
when this used to happen more in the 
Senate. 

My friend mentioned the President’s 
Climate Action Plan, and he talked a 
little bit about it yesterday. He said 
some very good important things about 
it. But I want to know if my friend is 
aware there has already been filed by 
the minority leader here, the Repub-
lican leader, a CRA—that is the Con-
gressional Review Act—to overturn a 
rule that would in fact put in place 
some very important pollution controls 
on new powerplants. 

Does my friend, A, know he has filed 
this? Does my friend also know the 
rule isn’t even finalized, yet the Repub-
lican leader has filed this? What does 
the Senator make of that? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. If the underlying 
problem weren’t so serious, it would be 
laughable that they are already chal-
lenging a rule that has not even been 
promulgated yet. They are sort of 
prechallenging it. It just shows what a 
pell-mell tumble our Republican col-
leagues will subject themselves to in 
order to keep in the good graces of the 
polluting industries. Again, it is em-
barrassing. It ought to be embar-
rassing. 

But I think there is hope. One of the 
signs of hope is the polling information 
among young Republican voters. 
Young Republican voters under the age 
of 35—not very young but young Re-
publican voters under the age of 35— 
when asked about climate denial and 
asked what their view is of people who 
espouse climate denial say they think 
they are ignorant, out of touch or 
crazy. That is the young cohort of the 
Republican Party. That is what it be-
lieves. 
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So time, obviously, is on the side of 

reason and science and the plain evi-
dence people see in front of their noses 
across this country, whether they are 
farmers, fishermen, hikers or skiers. 
Anybody who has contact with the out-
doors understands this is absolutely 
real. It is only people in this little hot 
house of polluter-paid intrigue that the 
denial strategy still stands up, and it is 
our job to knock it back down. 

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely. I think the 
other point the Senator made is tying 
this all to Citizens United and the fact 
that these polluters are only focused 
on this: They do not want competition. 
Let us be clear. These multinationals 
do not want competition. The fact is 
they see solar on the horizon, wind, 
geothermal, clean energy. They even 
see natural gas, which has, if it is done 
right, half of the carbon pollution, and 
they are holding on through this ride 
of the century. They will not work 
with us. It is more than sad. 

But I will say this in closing my re-
marks tonight. We have a new energy, 
if you will, in this body. We have more 
than 20 percent of this Senate that has 
formed together in our action task 
force that Senator WHITEHOUSE and I 
are heading. We are going to take ac-
tion. We are going to be heard. We are 
going to wake the Congress, which is 
what has to happen. 

I want to say to my friend how much 
it means to me—someone who felt pret-
ty much isolated on these issues for a 
while—and how important it is that 
even though my colleague said—and I 
quote him—you were sick of coming 
down and speaking, I hope you will not 
get sick of it. I hope you will not get 
tired of it. I will predict, and the Sen-
ator knows I am right, a lot of us are 
going to be joining him pretty soon. So 
not only will my colleague’s voice be 
heard but many other voices will be 
heard and that will echo around this 
Nation. 

There are so many issues we have to 
deal with. Lord knows, we so agree 
with the President on strengthening 
the middle class. We so agree that we 
need to confront the challenges of defi-
cits and jobs and education and health 
care. By the way, from my State, that 
is going gang busters—the Affordable 
Care Act, ObamaCare. We are signing 
up thousands of people a day. It is mov-
ing the country forward. But with all 
these issues we have to deal with, we 
have to save the planet. We have to 
save the planet. 

I do have another question for my 
friend. Some of our colleagues say: Oh, 
you see this freezing cold and all the 
snow, this proves there is no climate 
change. There is no global warming. It 
is freezing. Of course, the scientists I 
talk to are telling me they predicted 
extreme weather. That is what they 
predicted. 

Look at what happened in poor At-
lanta today, where there is this school-
bus that has been sitting out on the 
road, somebody said, from 4 yesterday 
until 8 this morning. These people are 

stuck because of an unexpected icy 
snowfall. Here is the thing. It is called 
a vortex. The reason it happens, as ex-
plained to me by the scientists—and 
one of them just came onto the floor 
now—is that the jet stream has 
changed so much because of the warm-
ing in the Arctic so that instead of 
holding up that cold air in the Arctic, 
the cold air is turning around and com-
ing back down, and we haven’t seen 
that in a while. 

So you can’t just say it is cold today, 
there is no climate change. If there is 
extreme weather—and we have it in 
California. We have a drought we have 
never, ever, ever seen. I went through 
the one in the 1970s. I remember that, 
where we used the water in the tub to 
flush the toilets and we tried to recycle 
the water from our dishwashers and 
washing machines. But we have a 
worse situation, and it was predicted. 

So I wish to ask my friend, because 
he has done so much reading, is it not 
true this extreme weather was pre-
dicted in the U.N. reports and in many 
other reports? 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Absolutely. In-
deed, years ago one expert in this area 
wrote that, in terms of the experience 
that people would have—yes, the plan-
et is warming—but the experience that 
people would have wouldn’t be just of 
warming. It would be of weirding 
weather—weird weather—and truly the 
better name would be not global warm-
ing, but it would be global weirding. 
That is because, very simply, when you 
add energy—heat energy in this case— 
to a closed system by trapping it with 
more carbon dioxide in the atmosphere, 
you speed things up. You make storms 
stronger, you change weather patterns, 
and you see things that you have not 
seen before. 

So the things people are seeing now— 
not specifically and not that storm, 
but the patterns that people would see 
more extreme weather of various 
kinds—were indeed predicted. The fact 
that it is happening is exactly con-
sistent with what the scientists have 
been warning us about. 

Mrs. BOXER. It is so because it was 
7 years ago when I took the panel. I 
think it was 7 years ago that I took the 
gavel—I don’t even remember; time 
goes so fast when you are having fun— 
I took that gavel and the first thing we 
did is we had a hearing on climate. 

By the way, I urge my colleague, you 
should see—we put together a Green 
Book of all of my colleagues’ state-
ments—how many Republicans were 
with us then. Olympia Snowe had a 
great piece in there. JOHN MCCAIN had 
a great piece in there. Judd Gregg had 
a great piece. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. John Warner. 
Mrs. BOXER. John Warner had a 

great piece in there, and others. It 
made me so proud. 

At that hearing we had all these ex-
perts talk about the fact that, over 
time, temperatures would go up. But in 
between, as you say, it is not a matter 
of the weather that day, but it is the 

pattern over time and what happens 
over time. You have these extremes 
but over time the warmth kicks in. We 
are seeing it happening. The American 
people are smart. They get it. 

We are just not going to let up. As 
calm as we sound now, that belies what 
we feel inside and the obligation that 
we have to act. I guess this is as good 
a time as any to tell the American peo-
ple they will see more of us, and more 
colleagues will work on this. 

I thank Senator REID because Sen-
ator REID has elevated this issue in our 
caucus, devoting more time to this 
issue. He cares about this. He is a won-
derful family man with a lot of grand-
children. He wants to give them what 
so many of us have had—the beauty of 
this country, the livability of this 
country. There will be more of this to 
follow. 

I ask my colleague if he wants to 
close, and I yield to him. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank the chair 
for her staunch leadership. She is such 
an ally and leader for us. It really is 
very exciting, and, yes, you will see 
considerably more activity. 

I will close by telling one personal 
story because very often you are deal-
ing with statistics, and you are dealing 
with figures, and you are dealing with 
things that are happening on a large 
scale when you talk about climate 
change. 

I remember this day. I remember this 
day, walking along and meeting with 
these homeowners whose houses these 
were. I remember talking to the lady 
whose house—I think this one was 
right here—the Governor is looking 
into. 

She remembers, as a child, being in 
that house. In front of this house she 
had a lawn, a lawn where they could 
throw Frisbees and play Wiffle ball. 

On the other side of the lawn was a 
road that gave access along the shore-
line, a sand road. On the other side of 
the road was a parking lot where peo-
ple would come and bring their cars, 
and on the other side of the parking lot 
was the beach that was so long down to 
the water, and she could remember 
running as a kid. You know, when the 
summer Sun beats down on the beach 
and the sand gets so hot that it hurts 
your feet, and you have to dash to get 
your feet into the water because they 
are hot, hot, hot as you run when you 
are a little kid? And she would make 
that long run and think what a long 
run it was to get down that hot sand 
and into the cool, clear waters of Nar-
ragansett Bay. 

That beach is gone. That parking lot 
is gone. That road is gone. Her lawn is 
gone, and this is what has happened to 
her house. 

If people want to know why we are 
not going to give up—yes, I am sick of 
it. I am sick of having to come here 
and do this. It is tiresome to have no 
progress and have people not listen and 
have it be because of, frankly, scan-
dalous polluter-paid interference and 
influence in this building. Yes, I am 
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sick of it. But I am not going to stop, 
not while this is happening to my home 
State of Rhode Island. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. 1926 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that following 
leader remarks on Thursday, January 
30, the Senate resume consideration of 
S. 1926, with the time until 11:15 a.m. 
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees, with the final 10 
minutes equally divided between Sen-
ator MENENDEZ or his designee, and 
Senator TOOMEY or his designee, with 
Senator TOOMEY controlling the final 5 
minutes; that at 11:15 a.m., the Senate 
proceed to votes in relation to the fol-
lowing amendments: Toomey amend-
ment No. 2707, as modified; Coburn 
amendment No. 2697; Merkley amend-
ment No. 2709, as modified; and Heller 
amendment No. 2700; further, that upon 
disposition of the Heller amendment, 
the Senate recess until 2 p.m.; at 2 p.m. 
when the Senate reconvenes, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote on passage of the 
bill, as amended; finally, there be 2 
minutes of debate prior to each vote, 
equally divided in the usual form; and 
that all after the first vote be 10- 
minute votes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONGRATULATING MARVIN H. 
SIMPSON, SR. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today 
to congratulate Mr. Marvin Simpson, 
Sr., on his nearly five-decade service to 
the United States Senate and the Cap-
itol Hill community. 

Marvin began his career 48 years-ago 
in the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol as a temporary messenger. He 
quickly rose to a permanent position 
as messenger for the Senate Office 
Building. He held many positions with-
in the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol, including laborer foreman and 
the head of the Furniture Division. In 
1998, Marvin was promoted to assistant 
superintendent, Tenant Services Divi-
sion where he served with distinction 
until his retirement. 

His leadership overseeing paint, up-
holstery, wood crafting, masonry, 
sheet metal and furniture branches has 
been exemplary. Marvin has been 
called an ambassador to the Senate of-
fice buildings and has provided Sen-
ators, our staffs, and the entire Senate 
family unmatched craftsmanship. 

His institutional knowledge and 
work ethic will be greatly missed. I 
join with my colleagues in wishing Mr. 
SIMPSON all the best in his well-earned 
retirement. 

f 

EQUAL PAY ACT ANNIVERSARY 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today 
I come to the floor to recognize an im-
portant anniversary. Five years ago 
today, President Obama signed the 
Lilly Ledbetter Act into law. This im-
portant law has kept courthouse doors 
open to allow women to address pay in-
equality by correcting a misinterpreta-
tion by the Court on the statute of lim-
itations when women seek redress. But 
the fight for equal pay continues, and 
we need to take action to fix the pay 
gap, which is what I want to discuss 
today. 

On June 10, 1963, President Kennedy 
signed the Equal Pay Act into law. 
This landmark legislation prohibited 
discrimination on the basis of sex in 
the payment of wages by employers. 
The goals of the legislation were 
groundbreaking. It was the first time 
Congress acted on this issue, address-
ing what was a real and growing prob-
lem as more women entered the work-
force. But it has been over 50 years 
since the Equal Pay Act became law, 
and since then, a lot of things have 
changed. 

A recent Pew Research study found 
that women are the primary earner in 
40 percent of households today. Addi-
tionally, many of these women are the 
sole earners. But what is often missed 
in the discussion about equal pay is the 
impact the pay gap continues to have 
on these households who are dependent 
on the salaries of women. 

The pay gap results in $4,000 less per 
year for working families, and $434,000 
less over a lifetime. Imagine what 
these families could accomplish if they 
simply got what they were owed. With 
the rising costs for child care, medical 
care, and filling up the family car, 
these families are held down by unfair 
and unjust pay policies. 

While these are the day-to-day im-
pacts of the pay gap, there are also 
even greater consequences over a life-
time. The pay gap affects your income, 
your pension, and your Social Secu-
rity. Women’s Social Security benefits 
are only 71 percent of men’s benefits. 
The average income for women from 
private pensions is only 48 percent of 
men’s. The consequences of our inac-
tion on pay equity are following 
women out of the workplace and fur-
ther impacting their lives down the 
line. 

For years I have fought for a solution 
to this—the Paycheck Fairness Act. 

The Paycheck Fairness Act builds on 
the Equal Pay Act to help close the 
pay gap. Under the Paycheck Fairness 
Act, employers will no longer be able 
to retaliate against workers for shar-
ing information about wages. Right 
now, if you ask someone what they get 
paid you can get fired. For years, Lilly 
Ledbetter was humiliated and harassed 
because she tried to find out what she 
was making compared to her col-
leagues. Women will also no longer be 
able to only seek back pay when they 
are discriminated against. Under this 
legislation they are also able to seek 
punitive damages. 

Under the Paycheck Fairness Act, 
employers will no longer be able to use 
almost any reason imaginable to jus-
tify paying a woman less than a man. 
And under this legislation, women will 
no longer be on their own in fighting 
for equal pay for equal work. This bill 
includes education and training so 
women can strengthen their negotia-
tion skills and learn about wage dis-
crimination. 

In this country, they say: Work hard, 
play by the rules, and you will get 
ahead. We work hard every day but we 
find the rules are different for women 
and men. In 1963, women made 59 cents 
for every $1 made by men. And more 
than 50 years later, we have made an 
18-cent gain. In 2012, women made 77 
cents for every $1 earned by men. 
Fifty-two years and 18 cents—that is 
not rewarding hard work, and it is cer-
tainly not playing by the rules. 

Today, on the 5th anniversary of the 
Lilly Ledbetter Act, I call on my col-
leagues to join me in stepping up to the 
plate and fixing the pay gap by sup-
porting the Paycheck Fairness Act. 
Let’s end pay inequity and end the 
policies that keep women uneducated 
and unequipped to fight for their fair 
share. 

It is not just for our pocketbooks—it 
is about the family checkbooks and 
getting it right in the law books. It is 
also about the generations of women to 
come. Let’s finish what we started, and 
let’s make sure it doesn’t take another 
50 years to end pay inequity. 

f 

UKRAINE 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, in 1991 

the free world cheered as Ukraine and 
other former Soviet republics gained 
their independence. Unfortunately, 
Ukrainian democracy is now under 
siege, as peaceful antigovernment pro-
tests have been met with brutal vio-
lence. 

Over the past few years, reports of 
popular protests against oppressive re-
gimes have become commonplace. Yet 
the frequency of such events does not 
obviate our moral responsibility to 
stand shoulder to shoulder with free-
dom-loving people around the world 
who seek to throw off unjust and des-
potic regimes in pursuit of liberty, de-
mocracy, and the rule of law. 

The United States has been a strong 
supporter of the Ukrainian people’s ef-
forts to create a strong nation, built on 
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democratic and free market principles. 
Ukraine made a significant step toward 
achieving these goals when it adopted 
its first democratic constitution in 
1996. But under the Yanukovych Ad-
ministration, the basic liberties of the 
Ukrainian people have been trampled. 
Recent elections have fallen short of 
international standards, and the gov-
ernment has used the courts to neu-
tralize opposition leaders, sending 
former Prime Minister Yulia 
Tymoshenko to prison for 7 years on 
trumped-up, politically motivated 
charges. Meanwhile, President 
Yanukovych continues to pursue closer 
ties with Russia, in spite of the 
Ukrainian people’s clear preference for 
closer ties with Europe. 

In addition to the moral imperative 
we have to support basic human rights, 
the United States must also recognize 
that Ukraine—with a population of 45 
million and a territory comparable in 
size to that of France—occupies a 
unique, sensitive, and strategically im-
portant position between Russia and 
our NATO allies Poland, Slovakia, 
Hungary, and Romania. The future of 
Ukraine will be determined by what 
happens in the days ahead, and it will 
have a direct bearing on U.S. interests 
for years to come. 

On occasion, protesters have clashed 
with police, with reports of many inju-
ries and several deaths. Although re-
cent reports from Kiev indicated that 
protesters had seized the Ukrainian 
Justice Ministry, they voluntarily gave 
up the building to avoid creating dif-
ficulties in negotiations between the 
Ukrainian Government and the opposi-
tion. Opposition leaders have said they 
will continue pressing for democratic 
concessions, including free and fair 
elections and the abolition of sweeping 
new antiprotest laws. Their efforts to 
avoid violent confrontation should be 
encouraged, and their valid demands 
supported. 

It is imperative that the United 
States send an unequivocal message to 
the Ukrainian people that we support 
their efforts to restore democracy and 
the rule of law. At the same time, we 
must make clear to President 
Yanukovych that the only hope for a 
strong, peaceful, and independent 
Ukraine lies in building ties with Eu-
rope, the United States, and other free-
dom-loving countries around the world. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

VERMONT ESSAY WINNERS 
∑ Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
to have printed in the RECORD finalist 
essays written by Vermont High 
School students as part of the Fourth 
Annual State of the Union Essay con-
test conducted by my office. These 7 fi-
nalists were selected from over 380 en-
tries. 

The essays follow: 
RAIHAN KABIR, SOUTH BURLINGTON HIGH 

SCHOOL, GRADE 12 (FINALIST) 
How a country collects and allocates its re-

sources takes precedence in outlining the 

foundation of equality and general welfare. 
We as individuals rely on a revenue of both 
incomes and loans, which makes for a crude 
economic model of spending. This holds true 
for our government. As the nation dives 
deeper into debt and countries around the 
world experience protests and riots over aus-
terity measures, it is clear that additional 
tax dollars are necessary to reduce debt, sup-
port society, and give rise to the economy. 

Tax increases will put the definition of 
taxation back into its actuality. The United 
States tax rates are theoretically graduated 
by income level, meaning that lower income 
ranges pay a lower rate than higher income 
ranges. However, those in a higher tax 
bracket often have more deductions to fur-
ther equalize their effective rate with that of 
the middle or lower brackets. A decline in 
tax rates for the most wealthy is a dis-
proportionate advantage for the already fi-
nancially capable members of our society, 
which further instigates the income dispari-
ties that threaten our democratic ideals. The 
top percent of Americans possesses more 
wealth than the entire bottom 90 percent; 
the 400 wealthiest Americans have a greater 
combined net worth than the entire bottom 
150 million; and yet, everyone is paying a 
similar effective rate. Not everyone is cur-
rently contributing their fair share to soci-
ety, and living in a nation with the largest 
amount of debt in the world, this matter of 
fact is unacceptable. Tax increases will 
make the theory of taxes a reality and re-
store economic equality. 

Though our current fiscal path is unstable, 
increasing taxes will reduce national debt 
and put us on the right track back to recov-
ery. With a 16 trillion dollar debt that is ris-
ing at the rate of 6 billion dollars a day (4 
million dollars every minute), every family 
in America would owe about $50,000 to var-
ious countries around the world if the burden 
trickled down to the general public. When 
the government needs money, it sells treas-
ury bills (similar to savings bonds) to inves-
tors, who cash them in after an average of 
ten years for the original amount plus inter-
est. Though a certain amount of debt is ar-
guably helpful for the economy, consistently 
high deficits force the government to offer 
higher, more appealing interest rates; inves-
tors eventually realize that the country is 
unlikely to pay back the money it borrows 
and they stop lending, which crushes the 
economy, as most recently witnessed in 
Greece. Our current national debt is greater 
than the economies of the United Kingdom, 
Australia, and China, combined. Stopping 
this vicious economic cycle requires less for-
eign-reliance and more self-sustenance, 
which is feasible if and only if we increase 
taxes. 

Tax increases will ensure the funding and 
availability of certain social programs and 
necessary expenditures on infrastructure 
without the need to excessively issue bonds. 
Taxes currently fund public services of insur-
ance, such as Social Security and Medicare, 
of welfare, such as the Pell Grant and Food 
Stamp programs, and of infrastructure, such 
as the scholastic and interstate highway sys-
tems. Nobel laureate of economics Paul 
Krugman affirms a current necessity for in-
creased taxes in his following statement: 

[Regarding] proposals to raise the age of 
Medicare eligibility to 67 . . . outlays would 
fall only by $125 billion over the next decade 
. . . and even when fully phased in, this par-
tial dismantling of Medicare would reduce 
the deficit only about a third as much as 
could be achieved with higher taxes on the 
very rich . . . don’t believe anyone who 
claims otherwise. 

Taxes pay for important programs that go 
unpaid by spending cuts. The Bureau of Eco-
nomic Statistics reports that the average 

standard of living, determined by comparing 
adjusted incomes and poverty rates, has in-
creased in years with a higher annual budget 
and decreased in years on the contrary. Ac-
cording to the New York Times and the 
Board of Economic Advisors, there is a direct 
correlation between the amount of money 
provided to the government in the national 
budget and the quality of life in the United 
States, as determined by the rate of poverty. 
This makes logical sense; our standard of life 
escalates as we make fiscal contributions to 
society. Yet we continue to have the lowest 
tax rate in the world. Taxes are imposed so 
that roads get fixed, so we get an education, 
and so people don’t invade our country. 
Taxes are imposed to protect our rights. The 
government imposes taxes on us for our own 
benefit, and by raising them, we will improve 
the living conditions and quality of life in 
America. 

Tax increases will lead to economic growth 
and prosperity. In 1990 and again in 1993, 
President Clinton enacted deficit-reduction 
legislation that raised taxes for high income 
taxpayers; as a result, economic growth and 
job creation were strong. Within this period 
of a sensational economy, capital gain rates 
were cut, and there was a 20% increase in job 
availability for a total of 21 million new jobs. 
However, after the Bush Tax Cuts of 2001 and 
the Bush Recession, job growth lagged be-
hind GDP growth, there was 0% net job 
growth, and with continuous population 
growth, there were record high unemploy-
ment rates. Tax increases have helped soci-
ety and the economy in the past, and they 
will help again. 

In any case of regulatory action, the value 
to be upheld is the quality of life. By reduc-
ing debt, supporting society, and giving rise 
to the economy, the nation will better en-
sure a standard of well-being for its citizens. 
The government of these United States is to 
assure life, liberty, health, and happiness, in 
our pursuit of the American dream. Lincoln 
said it best in his Gettysburg Address: ‘‘that 
government of the people, by the people, for 
the people, shall not perish from the earth.’’ 
The prioritization of tax increases over 
spending cuts is essential to future policy in 
the United States of America to sustain the 
American public. 

FIONA HIGGINS, CHAMPLAIN VALLEY UNION HIGH 
SCHOOL, GRADE 12 (FINALIST) 

There are many issues facing the United 
States. Personally, I believe one of the most 
critical domestic issues is reproductive 
rights. 

Every step back to pre-Roe v. Wade is sen-
sationalized in the media, and rightfully so. 
The issue is much more far reaching than 
pro-life versus pro-choice; it is both a human 
rights issue and an economic issue. 

Firstly, it is a human rights issue. It is a 
matter of women having control over their 
own decisions, their bodies, and their lives. 
Western women strive to liberate women 
who they view as oppressed, but these same 
western women don’t realize that their free-
doms are also disappearing. Women and men 
alike have the right to decide what happens 
to their bodies. Restricting access to contra-
ception and health services violates this 
human right for both genders. 

Secondly, it is an economic issue. Children 
cost money. When parents cannot support 
their family, they are prone to apply for wel-
fare and other government programs that 
were put in place to help low-income fami-
lies. These programs are needed, but the fed-
eral government could decrease the need and 
the cost of these programs if it focused on 
education and access to contraception. In 
low-income neighborhoods, people are often 
not able to access contraception. This takes 
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away lower-income women’s autonomy as 
well as perpetuating the cycle of poverty. If 
there were more accessible systems in place, 
these systems (rather than chance) would 
help families plan for the future, and allow 
them to decide to have children (rather than 
chance). In addition, a decreased level of 
government spending would curb the growth 
of the debt, which would aid the struggling 
economy. 

A woman rarely thinks to herself, ‘‘I’d like 
to have an abortion instead of using contra-
ceptives this time.’’ That is lunatic. Abor-
tions happen out of necessity. If they were il-
legal or severely restricted, women would 
still get them, but the procedures would be 
unsafe and deadly. If members of Congress 
truly want to protect the unborn and create 
a diminished welfare-dependent state, they 
must focus on education and accessibility; 
this strategy will also lower government 
spending in the long run. 

Instead of going backwards, the United 
States should be moving forwards. Members 
of Congress must recognize that women have 
an inalienable right to privacy with regard 
to their bodies, a right that we should not 
have to fight for. Education and access to 
contraceptives needs to be more widespread, 
thereby improving our dire economic situa-
tion and our quality of life. 
OWEN DEFFNER, THETFORD ACADEMY, GRADE 7 

(FINALIST) 
2013, America has had quite a year, with 

many ups and downs. Everything from the 
government shut down, to what I’d call: an 
official economic recovery. We have wit-
nessed a terrible civil war in Syria where 
tremendous bloodshed has occured. America 
has hosted many natural disasters too, ev-
erything from intensely cold temperatures 
to violent tornadoes. In these tragic times 
America has stepped up its game and deliv-
ered, helping our neighbors when they are 
struggling. This is the America that our al-
lies look up to; the friendly, hospitable, wel-
coming America that we all contribute to 
every single day. Let’s keep that good, posi-
tive America in our hearts this year. 

11 million people are in America illegally. 
These people have come to this great nation 
in search of a better life. These people are 
trying to achieve the American dream. Im-
migrants are trying to send money home to 
their family in another country, some are 
trying to provide for their family here in the 
US. All the while they are constantly wor-
ried that our government will deport them 
back to their home country. This is not 
right, it’s not okay that we don’t welcome 
them into our nation. I want the path to citi-
zenship easier for them so that they can get 
what they wanted to get by coming here. 
Let’s be a bit more hospitable to people who 
are just trying to help their family. 

Our status on the issue of the environment 
is not looking up. America has the great op-
portunity to help lead the fight against cli-
mate change. America must set high stand-
ards concerning the environment so that 
other countries will follow to help reduce the 
risk of the world’s surface covered in water. 
Inside America to confront this issue head 
on we need to educate Americans on what is 
okay and not okay to recycle and how to 
compost or break down food into soil for our 
farms and gardens. This is a plan that will 
work and that we must initiate this year. 

Our country is very behind on a major 
issue. America’s education system is well be-
hind many other well developed global pow-
ers. We need to fix that issue from the bot-
tom up starting in our pre and elementary 
schools, with more emphasis on math and 
science. At higher levels, more affordable 
college and university opportunities for the 
lower and middle-class. We need to invest 

more time and education in our education 
and we need to now! 

All of these ideas I am proposing are sim-
ple and should be easy to carry out with a bit 
of willingness from both parties. I am not 
asking to overhaul anything just some easy 
doable requests that all of us can help to ac-
complish. America should look to the future, 
to the next generation growing into adult-
hood. Let’s get back on track for these 
young men and women who have high hopes 
for themselves and their country. 

EMILY MARTIN, VERGENNES UNION HIGH 
SCHOOL, GRADE 10 (FINALIST) 

The United States of America is an amaz-
ing country to call home. However, in the 
modern day we as a nation face problems 
that challenge our ingenuity and integrity. 
The world today is one of war, whether that 
is physical, or political. We struggle to find 
resources to continue on living the way we 
have for as long as we can remember, yet for-
get that the earth which we walk on is a 
fragile one. The United States is no excep-
tion. We often find ourselves between a rock 
and a hard place; dealing with complex 
issues such as health care for all, or addi-
tional billions of dollars in debt; the Con-
tinuation of fighting a war which is not ours, 
or withdrawing our troops and allowing in-
nocent people to face an uncertain future. 
Spend billions in foreign oil to keep compa-
nies in business, or convert to clean energy 
and watch the economy crumble. The list of 
hard choices goes on and on. The reality is, 
we no longer live in a time when decisions 
are cut and dry and each decision resonates 
into our future with force. 

As a nation, we face an increasingly unpre-
dictable future, and without reassurance of 
our outcome, fear can cause bitterness and 
ignorance. Education, the economy, politics, 
and the fate of an ever-changing climate put 
an enormous amount of stress on us a people. 
There is no certain cure for the issues we 
deal with a nation, but the first step towards 
solution and unification. As a country, it’s 
time that we put aside our grudges, opinions, 
and preferences and work as a whole to sup-
port America’s path towards growth, safety, 
security and stability. The United States of 
America has been a country that others look 
to as a role model and to some as a beacon 
of freedom and safety. We have more than 
ourselves to work for; there are millions of 
people around the world who rely on our help 
and support. We need to shed the selfish 
shells, and work as a people, not as a polit-
ical party or organization. Whether you are 
a Republican, Democrat, and Libertarian it 
doesn’t matter, because America is your 
home, and at the end of the day we all have 
to learn to coexist and benefit from each 
other’s support. This is how we will help to 
secure America’s future, America’s edu-
cation, industry and healthcare. Unification 
is the first step towards solution. 

If we need reminding of the impact of 
dissention and fracturing of our political 
system, the Civil War looms in the hearts 
and from the pages of our history, when com-
promise not only failed, but conversation 
stopped. The State of the Nation in America 
is painful obvious even to the young people 
and the children. If we don’t remember how 
to talk to each other, work together and ac-
complish the majority rule established as a 
framework in the US Constitution, we stand 
to lose more than a budget. We stand to lose 
our democracy. 

NICK MAJESKI, WOODSTOCK UNION HIGH SCHOOL, 
GRADE 11 (FINALIST) 

Bribes from Fast Food: A State of 
Corruption 

In the year 2014, the union is majorly cor-
rupt; the country is run by a capitalist 

nightmare of over-powerful healthcare, to-
bacco, and food industries. From their very 
beginnings at the turn of twentieth century, 
the fast food industry has steadily become 
more and more powerful and influential. 
Spawning from this growth in influence, the 
union has steadily declined into a state of 
corruption at the hands of the fast industry, 
with these major food chains bribing govern-
ment workers in high positions. 

Government agencies controlling food, 
such as the FDA, USDA, and EPA may have 
been created with good intentions, but when 
a higher up does not believe they are being 
paid enough money for their job, they are 
known to be tempted to accept bribes and 
submit to being the puppets of fast food cor-
porations, looking to exploit their power to 
lower the standards of their products. An ar-
ticle on Naturalnews.com explained how, in 
a survey given to workers at the FDA and 
USDA, one fourth of the survey takers ad-
mitted to have changed policies for cor-
porate gain. On one hand this is not morally 
right both in the way that our government 
officials—who were elected by the people— 
are accepting bribes, and also that they are 
changing policies allowing even less healthy 
food that causes diseases—more money to 
health care; another corrupt industry in the 
United States. 

Corrupt FDA, USDA, and EPA fat-cats ob-
viously do not want to break their ties with 
fast food puppeteers; this brings more cor-
ruption directly into the government organi-
zations themselves. In the Naturalnews.com 
article the writer explains that many inno-
cent workers at organizations like the FDA 
and USDA are demoted or even fired for try-
ing to do their job and not keeping their 
mouths shut about corruption they have wit-
nessed. The higher-ups in charge of these 
huge organizations influence immoral deci-
sions that bring dirty money to their own 
pockets; they change state standards to very 
low standards and do not require food com-
panies to tell customers when the food was 
made, processed or cooked. 

Despite all this—mostly widely known in-
formation—this corruption is still going on 
and growing. According to 
Fastfoodnationhonorsproject.weebly.com 
ties between congress and fast food are too 
strong to vote against certain policies. This 
means that the way to lower corruption in 
the food industry would have to be to take 
direct action. 

Despite knowledge of corruption being well 
known in America- Supersize Me is a main-
stream movie- there is not very much moti-
vation to stop bribes from the food industry. 
This is a problem that should not only be ad-
dressed, but worked towards solving as well. 
HOLLY THAYER, MILTON HIGH SCHOOL, GRADE 12 

(FINALIST) 
My fellow Americans, I stand here before 

you to evaluate the state of our great nation. 
Over the past year our economy has risen as 
the Gross National Product increased 4.1% in 
the third quarter, and the National Deficit 
went down $1.8 Billion. As of November, the 
national unemployment rate has dropped to 
7% and personal income has risen, proving 
that our nation is moving out of the reces-
sion, and America is once again becoming a 
nation of economic growth and wealth. 

2013 saw an increase in revolutions around 
the world, from Syria to Egypt, many coun-
tries around the world are experiencing the 
same revolution the United States and our 
ancestors endured in order to gain our indi-
vidual freedoms. Through the government 
and all of our national forces, we must work 
together to give aid in the form of resources 
and money, to assist the new governments 
that are the result of these revolutions, and 
ensure that there is smooth turn over of 
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power. The United States must also create a 
coalition of our allies, along with the United 
Nations, to create an agreement that dele-
gates the responsibilities and costs of help-
ing these nations form new governments, 
and ensures that the re-created states are 
not intruding on an individual’s human 
rights. 

The production of Genetically Modified Or-
ganisms, GMOs, that are then placed in proc-
essed foods or on crops and used as an insec-
ticide, have created a serious health risk for 
myself, and all my fellow Americans. It has 
been proven that GMOs can lead to serious 
health issues and impose high health risks. 
We must work together with the agricultural 
farmers and corporations that use GMO’s to 
research the other options that these busi-
nesses have in order to ensure plant safety, 
without endangering the public health at the 
same time. Then we must create a grant pro-
gram that would give states and localities 
money to allocate to farmers and organiza-
tions that agree to not use GMOs. For com-
panies that still use GMOs, we must toughen 
the regulations on the use of them, through 
only allowing a regulated amount to be 
present in foods, and make it mandatory 
that this presence is labeled on every pack-
age of a product. 

Educated masses lead to innovations and 
improvements in every aspect of life. Cur-
rently, around 30% of Americans have ob-
tained a college degree. In order to have an 
educated citizenry, we need to make federal 
aid for students planning on going to college 
more available. To do this, we need to re-
structure the system that is used to disperse 
federal financial aid. If we create a formula, 
based on family income, and reduce the im-
portance and use of merit based scholarships, 
while increasing the use of incentive pro-
grams, then allocate the money based on 
this system, we could effectively make fi-
nancial aid more available and abundant, 
and therefore increase the percentage of 
Americans who have a college degree, cre-
ating an educated citizenry. 

Thank you, God Bless America. 
DELANEY SPINK, SOUTH BURLINGTON HIGH 

SCHOOL, GRADE 12 (FINALIST) 
I can’t claim to know a lot about politics. 

In fact, I make a point to stay as uninvolved 
in it as possible. In a nutshell, all I know is 
that Obama is our president, and that I 
should never bring up politics with my 
grandfather, unless I’m willing to spend the 
next three or four hours listening to him de-
nounce every decision our government has 
made since the 1920’s. When our class was 
told we had to write this essay, my first 
thought was, ‘‘I have no idea what the state 
of our union is. How am I supposed to write 
about how to fix it?’’ 

I’d bet that every single other student in 
my classroom was having the same thought, 
save the one or two kids that are really into 
politics, and, as we all know, are going to 
win this competition. This got me thinking, 
and I’ve come to a conclusion. The problem 
with our country is that not enough young 
people know what the problem is. Ironic, 
isn’t it? 

When I think of our government, I think of 
old white men. Now, I know this is a very 
stereotypical generalization that I’m mak-
ing. Women are getting involved, and, hey, 
our president is black. We seem to be doing 
better, based on the limited information that 
I have. But, whether they’re diverse or not, 
the people making decisions for our country 
are old. This isn’t entirely a bad thing; older 
people have more experience, confidence, and 
knowledge. All I’m saying is that that wis-
dom needs to be balanced with the fresh per-
spectives of our country’s younger genera-
tions. Younger people need to start getting 

more excited about politics, myself included. 
We need to start looking at it as an exciting 
opportunity to change what we think should 
be changed, instead of as a boring subject 
that our uncles argue about over Thanks-
giving dinner. 

Now, I know there are probably many kids 
out there that are interested in politics. 
That’s great, but I also know that the vast 
majority of kids, like myself, are simply un-
interested. The solution lies with us, and we 
need to motivate ourselves. It can’t come 
from the adults. If this essay somehow 
makes it to anyone important, please don’t 
take this as a sign that you need to launch 
a national ‘‘Politics are Cool, Yo!’’ cam-
paign. It won’t work. It needs to be started 
by the kids. We need to start clubs, be in our 
school governments, or even just watch the 
news. 

I don’t have a perfect solution, seeing as I 
am, for now, one of the aforementioned unin-
terested students. But, I know this: If poli-
tics can become more accessible to young 
people in any way, shape, or form, we will 
take notice, and, eventually, get involved. 
It’s our country too. We want to be just as 
involved as Grandpa Bill and Senator Sand-
ers. One of us just needs to lead the way.∑ 

f 

TEXT OF A PROPOSED THIRD 
AMENDMENT TO THE AGREE-
MENT FOR CO-OPERATION BE-
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF 
AMERICA AND THE INTER-
NATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY 
AGENCY—PM 28 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to transmit to the Con-

gress, pursuant to sections 123 b. and 
123 d. of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 2153(b), (d)) (the 
‘‘Act’’), the text of a proposed Third 
Amendment to the Agreement for Co- 
operation Between the United States of 
America and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) (the ‘‘Amend-
ment’’). I am also pleased to transmit 
my written approval, authorization, 
and determination concerning the 
Amendment, and an unclassified Nu-
clear Proliferation Assessment State-
ment (NPAS) concerning the Amend-
ment. (In accordance with section 123 
of the Act, as amended by title XII of 
the Foreign Affairs Reform and Re-
structuring Act of 1998 (Public Law 105– 
277), a classified annex to the NPAS, 
prepared by the Secretary of State in 
consultation with the Director of Na-
tional Intelligence, summarizing rel-
evant classified information, will be 
submitted to the Congress separately.) 
The joint memorandum submitted to 
me by the Secretaries of State and En-
ergy and a letter from the Chairman of 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
stating the views of the Commission 
are also enclosed. An addendum to the 
NPAS pursuant to section 102A of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
403–1), as amended, is being submitted 
separately by the Director of National 
Intelligence. 

The proposed Amendment has been 
negotiated in accordance with the Act 
and other applicable law. In my judg-
ment, it meets all applicable statutory 
requirements and will advance the non-
proliferation and other foreign policy 
interests of the United States. 

Pursuant to the proposed Amend-
ment, the Agreement for Co-operation 
Between the United States of America 
and the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, signed at Vienna May 11, 1959, 
as amended and extended February 12, 
1974, and January 14, 1980 (the ‘‘Agree-
ment’’), would continue to provide a 
comprehensive framework for peaceful 
nuclear cooperation with the IAEA and 
facilitate our mutual objectives related 
to nonproliferation and the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy. 

The primary purposes of the Agree-
ment are to enable exports from the 
United States of nuclear material and 
equipment to IAEA Member States for 
research reactors and, in certain cases, 
for power reactors, and to enable trans-
fers from the United States of small 
samples of nuclear material to the 
IAEA for safeguards and research pur-
poses. 

Under the proposed Amendment, the 
term of the Agreement will be ex-
tended an additional 40 years for a 
total term of 95 years. 

The Agreement permits the transfer 
of material, equipment (including reac-
tors), and facilities for nuclear re-
search and nuclear power production. 
It does not permit transfers of Re-
stricted Data, sensitive nuclear facili-
ties, or major critical components of 
such facilities, or, unless specifically 
provided for in a supply agreement or 
an amendment thereto, transfers of 
sensitive nuclear technology. In the 
event of termination of the Agreement, 
key nonproliferation conditions and 
controls continue with respect to ma-
terial, equipment, and facilities subject 
to the Agreement. 

A more detailed discussion of the 
IAEA’s nuclear nonproliferation and 
peaceful uses activities is provided in 
the NPAS and in a classified annex to 
the NPAS submitted to you separately. 

I have considered the views and rec-
ommendations of the interested agen-
cies in reviewing the proposed Amend-
ment to the Agreement and have deter-
mined that its performance will pro-
mote, and will not constitute an unrea-
sonable risk to, the common defense 
and security. Accordingly, I have ap-
proved the Amendment and authorized 
its execution and urge that the Con-
gress give it favorable consideration. 

This transmission shall constitute a 
submittal for purposes of both sections 
123 b. and 123 d. of the Act. My Admin-
istration is prepared to begin imme-
diately the consultations with the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee and 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
as provided in section 123 b. Upon com-
pletion of the 30 days of continuous 
session review provided for in section 
123 b., the 60 days of continuous session 
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review provided for in section 123 d. 
shall commence. 

BARACK OBAMA.
THE WHITE HOUSE, January 29, 2014. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 10:33 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, without amendment: 

S. 1901. An act to authorize the President 
to extend the term of the nuclear energy 
agreement with the Republic of Korea until 
March 19, 2016. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 7. An act to prohibit taxpayer funded 
abortions. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 7. An act to prohibit taxpayer funded 
abortions; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–4465. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Federal Employees’ Group Life In-
surance Program: Election Opportunities for 
Pathways Participants’’ (RIN3206–AM98) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on January 15, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4466. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Collection by Offset From Indebted 
Government Employees’’ (RIN3206–AM14) re-
ceived in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on January 15, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4467. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Federal Employees Health Benefits 
Program and Federal Employees Dental and 
Vision Insurance Program: Eligibility for 
Pathways Programs Participants’’ (RIN3206– 
AM97) received in the Office of the President 
of the Senate on January 15, 2014; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

EC–4468. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Federal Employees Health Benefits 
Program and Federal Employees Dental and 
Vision Insurance Program: Eligibility for 
Pathways Programs Participants’’ (RIN3206– 
AM97) received during adjournment of the 
Senate in the Office of the President of the 
Senate on January 17, 2014; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4469. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-

mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Collection by Offset From Indebted 
Government Employees’’ (RIN3206–AM14) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
January 17, 2014; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4470. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Federal Employees’ Group Life In-
surance Program: Election Opportunities for 
Pathways Participants’’ (RIN3206–AM98) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in 
the Office of the President of the Senate on 
January 17, 2014; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4471. A communication from the Dis-
trict of Columbia Auditor, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled, ‘‘Certified 
Business Enterprise Expenditures of Public- 
Private Development Construction Projects 
for Fiscal Year 2013 ‘‘; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–4472. A communication from the Chief 
Financial Officer, National Labor Relations 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port entitled ‘‘Performance and Account-
ability Report Fiscal Year 2013’’; to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–4473. A communication from the Spe-
cial Counsel, Office of Special Counsel, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Office’s 
Performance and Accountability Report for 
fiscal year 2013; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4474. A communication from the Acting 
Commissioner of the Social Security Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
Semiannual Report of the Inspector General 
for the period from April 1, 2013 through Sep-
tember 30, 2013; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4475. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Personnel Management, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Semi-
annual Report of the Inspector General for 
the period from April 1, 2013 through Sep-
tember 30, 2013; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs. 

EC–4476. A communication from the Archi-
vist of the United States, National Archives 
and Records Administration, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the Administration’s Per-
formance and Accountability Report for fis-
cal year 2013; to the Committee on Homeland 
Security and Governmental Affairs. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memo-

rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–188. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania memorializing the 
Congress of the United States to support the 
Forest Products Fairness Act of 2013; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 223 
Whereas, The Forest Products Fairness 

Act of 2013 proposes to include forest prod-
ucts in the definition of ‘‘biobased product,’’ 
as well as the USDA Biobased Markets Pro-
gram; and 

Whereas, Including forest products in the 
USDA Biobased Markets Program will pro-
vide the opportunity for forest products to 
receive increased consumer attention and 
Federal Government procurement pref-
erence; and 

Whereas, Forestry is a vital industry in 
this Commonwealth; and 

Whereas, The timber and forest products 
industry provides more than 100,000 jobs in 
Pennsylvania; and 

Whereas, The industry produces more than 
$5 billion worth of products annually; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania hardwood products 
are exported around the globe and are fa-
mous for their beauty and quality; and 

Whereas, Forestry material, a biobased 
product, can be utilized for recycling pur-
poses: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
memorialize Congress to support Congress-
man Glenn Thompson of Pennsylvania’s ef-
forts to add to the Farm Bill or his efforts to 
introduce new legislation known as the For-
est Products Fairness Act of 2013; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM–189. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the State of 
Michigan memorializing the Congress of the 
United States to amend the Communications 
Decency Act of 1996 to allow the prosecution 
by state and local governments of individ-
uals who promote prostitution and child sex 
trafficking through online advertisements; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 244 
Whereas, As many as 2 million children are 

subjected to prostitution in the global com-
mercial sex trade. Websites that promote 
prostitution and sex trafficking through 
classified ads have become more common-
place, facilitating the organized prostitution 
of children and providing a facade for sex 
traffickers to hide behind; and 

Whereas, Websites involved in posting ads 
for prostitution, involving both adults and 
children, claim protection under the federal 
Communications Decency Act of 1996 to 
avoid prosecution. However, the Communica-
tions Decency Act was passed to protect 
Internet Service Providers from defamatory 
statements made by online users. It was not 
intended to protect websites involved in 
criminal activity; and 

Whereas, State and local governments are 
currently unable to take enforcement action 
against these sites. The state of Washington 
enacted legislation that criminalizes aiding 
the sale of sex with a child to force online 
prostitution sites to verify ages or shut down 
their adult sections entirely. A preliminary 
injunction has been issued against the law 
stating, in part, that potential First Amend-
ment issues may be involved; and 

Whereas, Action at the federal level is 
needed. The National Association of. Attor-
neys General has lobbied Congress to amend 
the Communications Decency Act of 1996 to 
allow regulation by state and local govern-
ments: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, 
That we memorialize the Congress of the 
United States to amend the Communications 
Decency Act of 1996 to allow the prosecution 
by state and local governments of individ-
uals who promote prostitution and child sex 
trafficking through online advertisements; 
and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–190. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the General Assembly of the State of Ohio 
memorializing the Congress of the United 
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States to oppose any legislation that re-
quires Social Security coverage for members 
of any of Ohio’s state retirement systems; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 190 
Whereas, Ohio has a long history, pre-

dating the creation of Social Security, of 
providing retirement, disability, and sur-
vivor benefits to its state and local public 
employees through its own state retirement 
systems; and 

Whereas, These state retirement systems, 
the Public Employees Retirement System, 
Ohio Police and Fire Pension Fund, State 
Teachers Retirement System, School Em-
ployees Retirement System, and State High-
way Patrol Retirement System, have com-
bined assets of over $165 billion and provide 
retirement, disability, and survivor benefits 
to over 1.5 million members, retirees, and 
beneficiaries; and 

Whereas, The state retirement system 
plans are offered in lieu of Social Security; 
and 

Whereas, Ohio’s state retirement systems 
are required by Ohio law to accumulate and 
maintain, through employer and employee 
contributions and investments, the nec-
essary funds to pay all benefits promised by 
the Ohio General Assembly; and 

Whereas, The state retirement systems are 
well-managed and free of the financial prob-
lems facing Social Security; and 

Whereas, Any federal mandates that re-
quire Ohio public employee participation in 
Social Security or other federal pension pro-
grams would devastate Ohio’s state retire-
ment systems, weaken the retirement secu-
rity of its public employees, and jeopardize 
their retirement benefits: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
in adopting this resolution, urge the Con-
gress of the United States to oppose any leg-
islation containing provisions that would re-
quire Ohio’s public employees who are mem-
bers of a state retirement system to partici-
pate in Social Security or any federal pen-
sion program; and be if further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
either in whole or in part, will meet with the 
members of the Ohio Congressional delega-
tion whenever feasible to express our opposi-
tion to any federal legislation that would re-
quire Ohio’s public employees who are mem-
bers of a state retirement system to partici-
pate in Social Security or any federal pen-
sion program; and be it further 

Resolved, That we, the members of the 
130th General Assembly of the State of Ohio, 
encourage our fellow members to personally 
meet with each Senator and Representative 
in the Ohio Congressional delegation to fur-
ther express our opposition to any federal 
legislation that would require Ohio’s public 
employees who are members of a state re-
tirement system to participate in Social Se-
curity or any federal pension program; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives transmit duly authenticated 
copies of this resolution to the President of 
the United States, the President Pro Tem-
pore and Secretary of the United States Sen-
ate, the Speaker and Clerk of the United 
States House of Representatives, each mem-
ber of the Ohio Congressional delegation, and 
the news media of Ohio. 

POM–191. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania memorializing the 
Congress of the United States to pass and the 
President of the United States to sign the 
Marketplace Fairness Act of 2013; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 571 
Whereas, As the result of a series of United 

States Supreme Court cases dealing with 
state taxation of mail order catalog retail-
ers, including Quill Corp. v. North Dakota, 
504 U.S. 298 (1992) and National Bellas Hess, 
Inc. v. Department of Revenue of Illinois, 386 
U.S. 753 (1967), a state is generally unable to 
require a retailer without a physical pres-
ence in that state to collect sales and use tax 
on its behalf; and 

Whereas, Pennsylvania has long imposed a 
sales tax on each sale at retail of tangible 
personal property or taxable services within 
this Commonwealth, with the retailer re-
quired to collect the tax from the purchaser 
and to remit the collected tax to the Com-
monwealth; and 

Whereas, If the retailer does not collect 
the sales tax on a taxable sale at retail, and 
the purchaser uses the purchased item or 
service within this Commonwealth, the pur-
chaser is legally required to pay use tax di-
rectly to the Commonwealth; and 

Whereas, The burden on individual pur-
chasers or consumers to track, calculate and 
remit the correct amount of use tax is sig-
nificant, resulting in low rates of compliance 
and reduced state tax collections; and 

Whereas, A 2011 study by Robert Strauss, 
Professor of Economics and Public Policy at 
the Heinz College, Carnegie Mellon Univer-
sity, projected that Pennsylvania would lose 
between $254 million and $410 million in sales 
and use taxes in 2012 due to the inability to 
require retailers without a physical presence 
in this Commonwealth to collect sales and 
use taxes; and 

Whereas, The Pennsylvania Department of 
Revenue has taken measures to improve the 
collection of this tax, including the addition 
of a section for the use tax on the standard 
Pennsylvania tax return form (PA–40) and by 
clarifying the nexus standard for retailers 
with physical presence in this Common-
wealth through a subsidiary, representative 
or agent; and 

Whereas, While the recent measures by the 
Department of Revenue to improve collec-
tions have resulted in increased compliance, 
much remains uncollected; and 

Whereas, The inability to collect sales and 
use tax on purchases made from retailers 
that do not have a physical presence in this 
Commonwealth has created a disadvantage 
for this Commonwealth’s brick-and-mortar 
retailers that are required to collect the 
sales and use tax; and 

Whereas, The 2011 study by Professor 
Strauss projected that uniform collection of 
the sales and use tax across all retailers 
would result in job growth by Pennsylvania- 
based brick-and-mortar retailers of between 
1,530 and 2,766 jobs, which would generate be-
tween $66 million and $119 million in wages; 
and 

Whereas, The growth of retail sales on the 
Internet has exacerbated the problem for 
taxpayers and the Commonwealth far beyond 
the circumstances considered when the Quill 
case was decided; and 

Whereas, Congress is in the best position 
to standardize the nationwide collection of 
sales and use taxes from retailers that do not 
have a physical presence in the state where 
the tax is due; and 

Whereas, The United States Supreme 
Court stated in Quill that the problem ‘‘is 
not only one that Congress may be better 
qualified to resolve, but also one that Con-
gress has the ultimate power to resolve’’; 
and 

Whereas, On May 6, 2013, the United States 
Senate passed the Marketplace Fairness Act 
of 2013, which would provide nationwide 
standards for the collection of sales and use 
taxes from out-of-state retailers, by a vote of 
69 to 27; and 

Whereas, The Marketplace Fairness Act of 
2013 is currently being considered by the 
Committee on the Judiciary in the United 
States House of Representatives; and 

Whereas, On September 18, 2013, Chairman 
Bob Goodlatte (R–Va.) and Subcommittee on 
Regulatory Reform, Commercial and Anti-
trust Law Chairman Spencer Bachus (R– 
Ala.) issued a statement outlining the frame-
work the committee will follow when consid-
ering the legislation; and 

Whereas, The Marketplace Fairness Act of 
2013 would simply standardize the collection 
of existing taxes that are already due; it 
would not expand an existing tax nor would 
it create a new tax; and 

Whereas, The additional revenue that is al-
ready due to the Commonwealth that would 
be collected under the Marketplace Fairness 
Act of 2013 could be used to prevent future 
tax increases and to provide tax relief to all 
Pennsylvanians; and 

Whereas, A 2013 study by economists Ar-
thur B. Laffer and Donna Arduin projects 
that over the next ten years the enactment 
of the Marketplace Fairness Act of 2013 could 
empower states to implement pro-growth tax 
policies that would result in a nationwide in-
crease in gross domestic product (GDP) of 
$563.2 billion and add over 1.5 million new 
jobs, with $15.1 billion in GDP growth and 
43,000 new jobs in Pennsylvania: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives memorialize the Congress of the United 
States to pass and the President of the 
United States to sign the Marketplace Fair-
ness Act of 2013, or a similar act, to provide 
uniform measures for the collection of 
states’ sales and use taxes; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the presiding officers of each 
house of Congress and to each member of 
Congress from Pennsylvania. 

POM–192. A resolution adopted by Wash-
ington Township, Morris County, New Jersey 
urging Congress to dedicate additional fed-
eral funds for highway maintenance and in-
frastructure improvements; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

POM–193. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Northern Mariana Commonwealth 
Legislature petitioning the United States 
Congress to amend the Radiation Exposure 
Act of 1990; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

POM–194. A resolution adopted by the 
House of Representatives of the Northern 
Mariana Commonwealth Legislature re-
questing the United States Congress to 
eliminate Section 2109 of S.744 and similar 
legislation which will allow thousands of 
alien workers, their families, and persons of 
other ethnic origin who are in the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands to 
become permanent residents and subse-
quently become U.S. citizens; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. HARKIN for the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

*Michael Keith Yudin, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Assistant Secretary for Spe-
cial Education and Rehabilitative Services, 
Department of Education. 

*David Weil, of Massachusetts, to be Ad-
ministrator of the Wage and Hour Division, 
Department of Labor. 
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*James H. Shelton III, of the District of 

Columbia, to be Deputy Secretary of Edu-
cation. 

*Theodore Reed Mitchell, of California, to 
be Under Secretary of Education. 

*Ericka M. Miller, of Virginia, to be Assist-
ant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, 
Department of Education. 

*France A. Cordova, of New Mexico, to be 
Director of the National Science Foundation 
for a term of six years. 

*James Cole, Jr., of New York, to be Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Education. 

*Steven Joel Anthony, of Virginia, to be a 
Member of the Railroad Retirement Board 
for a term expiring August 28, 2018. 

*Nomination was reported with rec-
ommendation that it be confirmed sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes-
tify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. MURPHY (for himself, Mr. 
SCHATZ, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. SAND-
ERS): 

S. 1969. A bill to provide for higher edu-
cation reform; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
NELSON): 

S. 1970. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify safe harbor re-
quirements applicable to automatic con-
tribution arrangements, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 1971. A bill to establish an interagency 
coordination committee or subcommittee 
with the leadership of the Department of En-
ergy and the Department of the Interior, fo-
cused on the nexus between energy and 
water production, use, and efficiency, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. BLUMENTHAL (for himself, 
Mr. MARKEY, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs. 
SHAHEEN, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. MUR-
PHY): 

S. 1972. A bill to prohibit discrimination in 
employment on the basis of an individual’s 
status or history of unemployment; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COONS (for himself and Mr. 
RUBIO): 

S. 1973. A bill to improve management of 
the National Laboratories, enhance tech-
nology commercialization, facilitate public- 
private partnerships, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. PRYOR: 
S. Res. 341. A resolution observing the 

100th birthday of civil rights leader Daisy 
Bates and honoring her legacy as an Amer-
ican heroine; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Ms. 
WARREN, and Mr. COBURN): 

S. Con. Res. 31. A concurrent resolution 
designating January 2014 as ‘‘National Blood 
Donor Month’’; considered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 489 

At the request of Mr. THUNE, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 489, a bill to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 to increase and adjust for inflation 
the maximum value of articles that 
may be imported duty-free by one per-
son on one day, and for other purposes. 

S. 738 

At the request of Mr. WICKER, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 738, a bill to grant the Secretary 
of the Interior permanent authority to 
authorize States to issue electronic 
duck stamps, and for other purposes. 

S. 942 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
942, a bill to eliminate discrimination 
and promote women’s health and eco-
nomic security by ensuring reasonable 
workplace accommodations for work-
ers whose ability to perform the func-
tions of a job are limited by pregnancy, 
childbirth, or a related medical condi-
tion. 

S. 1297 

At the request of Mr. KIRK, the name 
of the Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
MANCHIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1297, a bill to establish the Govern-
ment Transformation Commission to 
review and make recommendations re-
garding cost control in the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes. 

S. 1467 

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1467, a bill to establish the Office 
of the Special Advocate to provide ad-
vocacy in cases before courts estab-
lished by the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978 and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 1517 

At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE, 
the name of the Senator from Alaska 
(Mr. BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1517, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Services Act and the Social Se-
curity Act to extend health informa-
tion technology assistance eligibility 
to behavioral health, mental health, 
and substance abuse professionals and 
facilities, and for other purposes. 

S. 1687 

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MERKLEY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1687, a bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to ensure that 
employees are not misclassified as non- 
employees, and for other purposes. 

S. 1821 

At the request of Ms. HIRONO, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 

(Mr. MENENDEZ) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1821, a bill to accelerate the 
income tax benefits for charitable cash 
contributions for the relief of victims 
of Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines. 

S. 1823 

At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1823, a bill to amend part E of 
title IV of the Social Security Act to 
better enable State child welfare agen-
cies to prevent human trafficking of 
children and serve the needs of children 
who are victims of human trafficking, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1827 

At the request of Mr. MANCHIN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. HELLER), the Senator 
from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI), the Sen-
ator from Florida (Mr. RUBIO), the Sen-
ator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the 
Senator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS), 
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) 
and the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
JOHANNS) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1827, a bill to award a Congressional 
Gold Medal to the American Fighter 
Aces, collectively, in recognition of 
their heroic military service and de-
fense of our country’s freedom 
throughout the history of aviation 
warfare. 

S. 1862 

At the request of Mr. BLUNT, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1862, a bill to grant the Con-
gressional Gold Medal, collectively, to 
the Monuments Men, in recognition of 
their heroic role in the preservation, 
protection, and restitution of monu-
ments, works of art, and artifacts of 
cultural importance during and fol-
lowing World War II. 

S. 1869 

At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1869, a bill to repeal section 403 of 
the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, re-
lating to an annual adjustment of re-
tired pay for members of the Armed 
Forces under the age of 62, and to pro-
vide an offset. 

S. 1909 

At the request of Mr. SCOTT, the 
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
COATS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1909, a bill to expand opportunity 
through greater choice in education, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1916 

At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, 
the name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. JOHANNS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1916, a bill to amend the Dodd- 
Frank Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act to provide for an 
application process for interested par-
ties to apply for a county to be des-
ignated as a rural area, and for other 
purposes. 
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S. 1920 

At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1920, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend and 
modify the research and development 
credit to encourage innovation. 

S. 1926 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1926, a bill to delay the implementation 
of certain provisions of the Biggert- 
Waters Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
2012 and to reform the National Asso-
ciation of Registered Agents and Bro-
kers, and for other purposes. 

S. 1950 
At the request of Mr. SANDERS, the 

name of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1950, a bill to improve the 
provision of medical services and bene-
fits to veterans, and for other purposes. 

S. 1956 
At the request of Mr. SCHATZ, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY), the Senator from 
Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. BENNET) and the Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1956, a bill to 
direct the Secretary of Defense to re-
view the discharge characterization of 
former members of the Armed Forces 
who were discharged by reason of the 
sexual orientation of the member, and 
for other purposes. 

S. RES. 333 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 

names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) and the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. HATCH) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 333, a resolution 
strongly recommending that the 
United States renegotiate the return of 
the Iraqi Jewish Archive to Iraq. 

At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL, 
the name of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. Res. 333, supra. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2699 
At the request of Ms. AYOTTE, the 

names of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN), the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS), the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. COATS), the Senator 
from Maine (Ms. COLLINS), the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. JOHANNS) and the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZMAN) 
were added as cosponsors of amend-
ment No. 2699 intended to be proposed 
to S. 1926, a bill to delay the implemen-
tation of certain provisions of the 
Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Re-
form Act of 2012 and to reform the Na-
tional Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2707 
At the request of Mr. TOOMEY, the 

names of the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. MCCONNELL), the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. COATS), the Senator from Il-
linois (Mr. KIRK), the Senator from 

Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 2707 pro-
posed to S. 1926, a bill to delay the im-
plementation of certain provisions of 
the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012 and to reform the 
National Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. NELSON): 

S. 1970. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to modify safe 
harbor requirements applicable to 
automatic contribution arrangements, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce the Retirement Security 
Act of 2014, legislation I am sponsoring 
with my good friend, the senior Sen-
ator from Florida and the chairman of 
the Special Committee on Aging. Our 
bill would encourage small employers 
to offer retirement plans, encourage 
employees to save more for their re-
tirement, and ensure that low- and 
middle-income taxpayers are able to 
claim tax benefits for retirement sav-
ings already authorized in law. 

I thought it was interesting last 
night that the President, in his speech, 
highlighted what is a growing problem 
in this country; that is, that people 
who have not saved sufficiently to have 
a comfortable retirement. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today is an outgrowth of our work to-
gether on the Special Committee on 
Aging. Last fall, the committee con-
ducted a hearing on retirement secu-
rity, where we heard from witnesses 
that far too many American seniors 
have real reason to fear that they will 
outlive their savings. According to the 
nonpartisan Center for Retirement Re-
search at Boston College, there is an 
estimated $6.6 trillion gap between the 
savings American households need to 
maintain their standard of living in re-
tirement and what they actually have. 
That is an enormous gap that speaks to 
the fact that we need to shine a light 
on this problem. 

Nationally, one in four retired Amer-
icans has no source of income beyond 
Social Security—in Maine, the number 
is one in three. Four in ten seniors rely 
on that vital program for 90 percent of 
their retirement income. Yet Social 
Security provides an average benefit of 
just $1,294 per month—less than $16,000 
per year. It is hard to imagine stretch-
ing those dollars far enough to pay the 
bills—certainly a ‘‘comfortable retire-
ment’’ is out of the question. 

According to a Gallup survey pub-
lished in 2012, more than half of all 
Americans are worried they will not be 
able to maintain their standard of liv-
ing in retirement, up sharply from 34 
percent two decades ago. They are 
right to be concerned: projections pub-

lished in 2010 by the Employee Benefit 
Research Institute (EBRI) show that 
nearly half of ‘‘Early Boomers’’—those 
between the ages of 56 and 62 when the 
study was conducted—are at risk of not 
having enough money to pay for basic 
costs in retirement, including unin-
sured health care costs. 

There are many reasons for the de-
cline in retirement security facing 
American seniors, including the sever-
ity of the recent financial crisis, rising 
health care costs, the need for long- 
term care, and the fact that Americans 
are simply living far longer than they 
did in the past. The shift from em-
ployer-based ‘‘defined benefit’’ plans— 
pensions—to ‘‘defined contribution’’ 
plans like 401(k)s, also has played a 
role. 

Another contributing factor we found 
is that employees of small businesses 
are much less likely to participate in 
employer-based retirement plans. Ac-
cording to a recent GAO study, more 
than half of the 42 million Americans 
who work for businesses with fewer 
than 100 employees lack access to a 
work-based plan to save for retirement. 
Cost and complexity are among the 
reasons plans are not more widely of-
fered by small businesses. 

Chairman NELSON and I believe that 
making it easier for smaller businesses 
to provide access to retirement plans 
for their workers would make a signifi-
cant difference in the financial secu-
rity for many Americans. That is why 
the bill we are introducing today fo-
cuses on reducing the cost and com-
plexity of retirement plans, especially 
for small businesses, and on encour-
aging individuals to save more for their 
retirement. Let me describe some of 
the provisions of our bill: 

First, our bill would allow small 
businesses to enter into multiple em-
ployer plans (MEPs) to jointly offer re-
tirement programs to their employees. 
This allows small companies to share 
the administrative burden of a retire-
ment plan, which helps to lower costs. 
Current law discourages the use of 
MEPs because it requires a connection, 
or ‘‘nexus,’’ between unrelated busi-
nesses in order to join a MEP, such as 
membership in the same trade associa-
tion. Our bill would waive the nexus re-
quirement for businesses with fewer 
than 500 employees. So as not to dis-
courage growth, our bill provides a 
long phase-out, under which businesses 
are not automatically disqualified 
from a MEP when they hire their 500th 
employee. 

Second, our bill makes joining a MEP 
a more attractive option for small 
businesses. Under current law, if one 
employer in a MEP fails to meet the 
minimum criteria necessary for retire-
ment plans to obtain tax benefits, all 
employers and their employees could 
lose their tax benefits. These benefits 
are substantial. For employees, they 
include delaying the taxation of in-
come contributed to a plan until funds 
are withdrawn. For employers, plan 
disqualification could result in limited 
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deductions and a higher tax burden. 
Our bill directs Treasury to issue regu-
lations to address this uncertainty, and 
protect members of a MEP from the 
failure of one bad apple to meet its ob-
ligations. 

Third, our bill reduces the cost of 
maintaining a retirement plan. Current 
law requires that participants in a re-
tirement plan receive a variety of no-
tices. Our bill would direct Treasury to 
simplify, clarify, and consolidate these 
required notices, which creates savings 
that can be passed on to employers. 

As ranking member of the Special 
Committee on Aging, I have heard 
countless stories of retirees whose sav-
ings did not go as far as they antici-
pated. Adequate savings reduce poverty 
among our seniors during what should 
be their golden years. As the HELP 
Committee noted in a July 2012 report, 
elder poverty also increases Medicare 
and Medicaid costs and strains our so-
cial safety net. Giving those not yet at 
retirement age more opportunities to 
save, and to save more, may help to 
ease this additional burden on entitle-
ment programs that already are pro-
jected to be unsustainable. 

The Retirement Security Act of 2014 
encourages those still in the workforce 
to save more for retirement. Retire-
ment plans are often designed to com-
ply with existing safe harbors to pre-
vent the IRS from challenging the tax 
benefits that flow to employees and 
employers. The existing safe harbor for 
so-called ‘‘automatic enrollment’’ 
plans effectively caps employee con-
tributions at 10 percent of annual pay, 
with the employer contributing a 
‘‘matching’’ amount on up to 6 percent. 
Our bill creates an additional safe har-
bor for these plans that would allow 
employees to receive an employer 
match on contributions of up to 10 per-
cent of their pay. Employees would be 
able to contribute more than 10 per-
cent, albeit without an employer 
match for contributions above 10 per-
cent. 

I recognize that businesses that 
choose to adopt a plan with this new 
optional safe harbor may face addi-
tional costs due to the increased em-
ployer match. That is why our bill 
helps the smallest businesses—those 
with fewer than 100 employees—offset 
this cost by providing a new tax credit 
equal to the increased match. 

I wish to emphasize that the new re-
tirement plan options for businesses in-
cluded in our bill are just that—op-
tions. No business, large or small, 
would be required to offer a retirement 
plan under the Retirement Security 
Act of 2014. Some firms, facing an un-
certain economy and rising health care 
costs, may choose to spend their lim-
ited resources elsewhere. Accordingly, 
our bill ensures that current measures 
to encourage savings are functioning as 
they were intended. One such measure 
is the so-called ‘‘saver’s credit,’’ which 
reduces the tax burden on low- and 
middle-income individuals who con-
tribute to retirement plans, including 

IRAs and 401(k) plans. Yet this credit 
cannot be claimed on a Form 1040EZ, 
which is used by individuals with in-
come under $100,000. A 2013 survey 
found that only 23 percent of people 
with household incomes of less than 
$50,000 per year, the group most likely 
to qualify, was even aware of the sav-
er’s credit. To address this, our bill di-
rects Treasury to make the credit 
available on Form 1040EZ. 

In light of the positive effects this 
bill would have in strengthening retire-
ment security for millions of Ameri-
cans, I urge my colleagues to join 
Chairman NELSON and me in sup-
porting the Retirement Security Act of 
2014. I am very pleased we have a num-
ber of groups that have endorsed our 
bill. I expect to have more to say about 
that next week. But at this point I en-
courage my colleagues to take a look 
at the hearing that Chairman NELSON 
and I held in the Special Committee on 
Aging that focused the spotlight on 
this problem. We simply have too many 
of our seniors who are in their retire-
ment years without sufficient funds for 
a comfortable retirement, and that can 
and should change. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, first of 

all, I thank my coleader of the com-
mittee, the great Senator from the 
State of Maine, who has been not only 
a great leader but also a terrific co-
partner as we try to offer leadership to 
the Special Committee on Aging. 

We are literally trying to make bi-
partisanship work. It is only because of 
folks such as Senator COLLINS that this 
is working and, as a result, we have a 
terrific committee. The members par-
ticipate, they come, they are engaged, 
they ask the questions of the wit-
nesses. As Senator COLLINS said, as a 
result of one of these hearings, under 
her leadership, she suggested putting 
together this important piece of legis-
lation. 

Our committee held a hearing last 
fall called ‘‘The State of the American 
Senior.’’ We wanted to look at the fi-
nancial security of the average senior 
in retirement. We didn’t like what we 
heard. Fewer than half of the workers 
even have access to a retirement plan, 
and those numbers shrink when we 
talk about employees who work for 
small businesses. One-third of the pri-
vate sector employees work at small 
businesses, and nearly 72 percent of 
businesses with under 100 employees 
offer no savings plan. I will repeat 
that: Of businesses under 100 employ-
ees, 72 percent do not offer a savings 
plan. 

So what do seniors then end up with? 
They rely on Social Security to get by 
in retirement, and that is simply not 
enough money to pay for housing and 
medical care and other expenses. Take, 
for example, my State of Florida, 
where more than three in five people 
get half of their retirement income 
from Social Security. Here is a shock-

er: One-third of Floridians only receive 
Social Security income—one-third of 
all of the 20 million people in Florida 
receive Social Security income. That is 
all they receive is their Social Secu-
rity. 

So there is a problem that needs to 
be fixed. Too many people are getting 
by with too little. So Senator COLLINS 
and I have come together on this legis-
lation aimed at increasing access to 
savings plans and creating more oppor-
tunities for those in retirement, to put 
more money aside ahead of their re-
tirement. 

Senator COLLINS explained it: We are 
going to try to pool all the small busi-
nesses together with their resources to 
take advantage of the economies of 
scale to create one plan, and it in-
creases safe harbors for things such as 
automatic enrollment and escalation 
contributions, which have been shown 
as ways to get people to save more. 

This is commonsense legislation. It is 
bipartisan. It is a great privilege for 
me to work with Senator COLLINS on 
this legislation and on our committee 
work. 

By Ms. MURKOWSKI (for herself 
and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 1971. A bill to establish an inter-
agency coordination committee or sub-
committee with the leadership of the 
Department of Energy and the Depart-
ment of the Interior, focused on the 
nexus between energy and water pro-
duction, use, and efficiency, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
vast amounts of water are used every 
day to produce vital fuels and to cool 
powerplants in the United States. 
Without this water supply, most of our 
electricity would stop flowing and our 
economy and other essential functions 
would come to a complete stop. At the 
same time, a great deal of electricity is 
needed to treat, transport, and convey 
water across the country not only to 
support economic growth and well- 
being but also to sustain basic life. 
These inseparable links of ‘‘water for 
energy’’ and ‘‘energy for water’’ com-
prise the energy-water nexus. 

I believe that the Federal agencies 
can and must do more to ensure that 
we have the best possible data, tech-
nology, and know-how to ensure that 
this nexus is well understood and con-
tinuously optimized to sustain quality 
of life and promote economic growth. 
To that end, I am introducing a bill 
today entitled ‘‘The Nexus of Energy 
and Water for Sustainability Act of 
2014’’ or the ‘‘NEWS Act of 2014’’ for 
short. 

The NEWS Act instructs the Director 
of the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy to establish a committee or a 
subcommittee under the National 
Science and Technology Council to co-
ordinate and streamline the activities 
of all Federal departments and agen-
cies on energy-water nexus issues. This 
new panel will be cochaired by the Sec-
retaries of Energy and Interior and will 
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be tasked with identifying all relevant 
energy-water nexus activities across 
the Federal Government; enhancing 
the coordination of effective research 
and development activities, both ongo-
ing and in the future; working to gath-
er and disseminate data to enable bet-
ter practices; and exploring relevant 
public-private collaboration. The bill 
also calls for the Office of Management 
and Budget to submit to the relevant 
congressional committees a so-called 
crosscut budget soon after enactment 
of this act. The cross-cut budget will 
detail various expenditures across the 
Federal Government related to energy- 
water activities and will greatly assist 
in our coordination and streamlining 
efforts. 

I believe this is a strong bill that de-
serves to be considered and passed in 
this Congress. I am grateful to Senator 
WYDEN for sponsoring it with me, and 
look forward to working with every 
member in this Chamber to address 
these important issues. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1971 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Nexus of En-
ergy and Water for Sustainability Act of 
2014’’ or the ‘‘NEWS Act of 2014’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 

the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy. 

(2) ENERGY-WATER NEXUS.—The term ‘‘en-
ergy-water nexus’’ means the link between— 

(A) energy efficiency and the quantity of 
water needed to produce fuels and energy; 
and 

(B) the quantity of energy needed to trans-
port, reclaim, and treat water . 

(3) NSTC.—The term ‘‘NSTC’’ means the 
National Science and Technology Council. 

(4) COMMITTEE OR SUBCOMMITTEE.—The 
term ‘‘Committee or Subcommittee’’ means 
the Committee on Energy-Water Nexus for 
Sustainability or the Subcommittee on En-
ergy-Water Nexus for Sustainability, which-
ever is established by section 3(a). 
SEC. 3. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION COM-

MITTEE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall es-

tablish either a committee or a sub-
committee under the NSTC, to be known as 
either the Committee on Energy-Water 
Nexus for Sustainability or the Sub-
committee on Energy-Water Nexus for Sus-
tainability, to carry out the duties described 
in subsection (c). 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.— 
(1) CHAIRS.—The Secretary of Energy and 

Secretary of the Interior shall serve as co- 
chairs of the Committee or Subcommittee. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP; STAFFING.—Membership 
and staffing shall be determined by the 
NSTC. 

(c) DUTIES.—The Committee or Sub-
committee shall— 

(1) serve as a forum for developing common 
Federal goals and plans on energy-water 
nexus issues; 

(2) promote coordination of the activities 
of all Federal departments and agencies on 

energy-water nexus issues, including the ac-
tivities of— 

(A) the Department of Energy; 
(B) the Department of the Interior; 
(C) the Corps of Engineers; 
(D) the Department of Agriculture; 
(E) the Department of Defense; 
(F) the Department of State; 
(G) the Environmental Protection Agency; 
(H) the Council on Environmental Quality; 
(I) the National Institute of Standards and 

Technology; 
(J) the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration; 
(K) the National Science Foundation; 
(L) the Office of Management and Budget; 
(M) the Office of Science and Technology 

Policy; and 
(N) such other Federal departments and 

agencies as the Director or the Committee or 
Subcommittee consider appropriate; and 

(3)(A) coordinate and develop capabilities 
for data collection, categorization, and dis-
semination of data from and to other Federal 
departments and agencies; and 

(B) engage in information exchange be-
tween Federal departments and agencies— 

(i) to identify and document Federal and 
non-Federal programs and funding opportu-
nities that support basic and applied re-
search, development, and demonstration pro-
posals to advance the state of energy-water 
nexus related science and technologies; 

(ii) if practicable, to leverage existing pro-
grams by encouraging joint solicitations, 
block grants, and matching programs with 
non-Federal entities; and 

(iii) to identify opportunities for public- 
private partnerships, innovative financing 
mechanisms, and grant challenges. 

(d) REVIEW; TERMINATION.—At the end of 
the 10-year period beginning on the date on 
which the Committee or Subcommittee is es-
tablished, the Director— 

(1) shall review the activities of the Com-
mittee or Subcommittee and determine the 
relevance and effectiveness of the Committee 
or Subcommittee; and 

(2) based on the determination made under 
paragraph (1), may terminate the Committee 
or Subcommittee. 
SEC. 4. CROSSCUT BUDGET. 

Not later than 30 days after the President 
submits the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment under section 1105 of title 31, United 
States Code, the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall submit to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the Senate and the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce and the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources of the House of Representa-
tives a report that contains— 

(1) an interagency budget crosscut report 
that— 

(A) displays the budget proposed, including 
any interagency or intraagency transfer, for 
each of the Federal agencies that carry out 
energy-water nexus projects for the upcom-
ing fiscal year, separately showing funding 
requested under both preexisting authorities 
and under the new authorities granted by 
this Act; and 

(B) identifies all expenditures since 2011 by 
the Federal and State governments on en-
ergy-water nexus projects; 

(2) a detailed accounting of all funds re-
ceived and obligated by all Federal agencies 
and State agencies responsible for imple-
menting energy-water nexus projects during 
the previous fiscal year; 

(3) a budget for the proposed energy-water 
nexus projects (including a description of the 
project, authorization level, and project sta-
tus) to be carried out in the upcoming fiscal 
year with the Federal portion of funds for 
energy-water nexus programs; and 

(4) a listing of all energy-water nexus 
projects to be undertaken in the upcoming 

fiscal year with the Federal portion of funds 
for those projects. 

By Mr. COONS (for himself and 
Mr. RUBIO): 

S. 1973. A bill to improve manage-
ment of the National Laboratories, en-
hance technology commercialization, 
facilitate public-private partnerships, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak about a bill introduced today—a 
bipartisan bill—a bill that will 
strengthen America’s innovation econ-
omy. 

Over the last 60 years our national 
laboratories have served as leading 
centers of research and discovery in 
America. Today we have 17 DOE labs 
charged with three broad research mis-
sions: science, energy, and national se-
curity. Although they have grown and 
changed since their founding to encom-
pass much broader ranges of work and 
are successful in carrying out their pri-
mary missions, labs are not fully opti-
mized to take part in today’s innova-
tion culture. That is a problem, be-
cause in this century of rapid change, 
America’s best competitive advantage 
remains our capacity to innovate. 

Over the coming months, I will be 
talking more about a few things Con-
gress can do to streamline and 
jumpstart our Nation’s hubs of dis-
covery so that we can thrive as a 21st- 
century innovation economy. 

At the top level, it will mean reau-
thorizing the America COMPETES Act 
to reaffirm our commitment to the ro-
bust national strategy for science and 
technology programs that will con-
tinue to be a critical underpinning of 
American prosperity. 

And one part of that is how our na-
tional labs operate, which is why today 
Senator RUBIO and I have introduced 
the America INNOVATES Act. 

Already, our labs have incubated 
many groundbreaking innovations. 

Their research has led to break-
throughs from new Melanoma and HIV/ 
AIDS treatments to IED detonators 
that can save the lives of our troops in 
combat. And that research is critical 
because although the private sector 
will continue to be a key source of in-
novation, the Federal Government has 
and will continue to play a central role 
in advancing innovation. 

Why is that? Private markets, his-
torically speaking, tend to underinvest 
in R&D relative to the potential bene-
fits to society. This is especially true 
in the energy sector. 

But, if there is a problem that I have 
heard since coming to Congress, It is 
that too often, the great work of our 
scientists doesn’t translate to the mar-
ketplace. 

Right now, too much groundbreaking 
science and too many innovative ideas 
never leave the walls of our national 
labs, squandering enormous potential 
in the commercial market. 

Now, in our bill, we continue to sup-
port our labs’ core mission. We are 
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not proposing anything drastic. What 
we are doing is modernizing the labs 
for the 21st century—so ideas in the lab 
can more effectively become innova-
tions in the market. Luckily, we need 
only look to the labs themselves for in-
spiration on how to do this. 

We make two broad proposals. 
First we are integrating the manage-

ment of the Department of Energy’s 
science and energy programs to im-
prove the linkages between basic and 
applied sciences. This will allow the 
early stages of research and develop-
ment to be translated more efficiently, 
and it is something that Secretary 
Moniz has signaled he supports and is 
moving forward on. 

Second we are giving the national 
labs more power to work with the pri-
vate sector to ensure that more sci-
entific discoveries can turn into com-
mercial breakthroughs. 

Together, these steps would allow us 
to streamline the labs’ work so it can 
more quickly and effectively translate 
into the transformative innovations 
that can create jobs and grow our econ-
omy. 

Now, to explain what our proposals 
intend to achieve, I will walk through 
what is known as the innovation pipe-
line, which shows how basic science re-
search can become a world-changing 
innovation. 

First, I will use the example of the 
great work that scientists at the Na-
tional Renewable Energy Lab in Gold-
en, CO, are doing to advance cellulosic 
ethanol technologies. 

One of our country’s big challenges 
today is reducing our dependence on 
foreign oil, and to do that we need new 
fuel options that we can create here in 
America. 

Cellulosic ethanol is an advanced 
biofuel with a lot of promise because it 
is produced from abundant materials 
like grasses and wood chips as well as 
other types of biomass and waste. And 
because these materials are so abun-
dant, cellulosic ethanol has the poten-
tial to replace a significant portion of 
our Nation’s petroleum consumption. 

The challenge comes, however, be-
cause, unlike corn, these cellulosic ma-
terials are made of complex starches 
that are harder to break down into eth-
anol. 

To make the promise of cellulosic 
ethanol a reality, we needed to develop 
the enzymes and micro-organisms that 
could break down and then ferment 
those complex starches. 

That is where the innovation pipeline 
comes in. At the NREL in Colorado, 
scientists started at this first step 
here—basic science. Basic science is 
very fundamental, it is the study of the 
elementary principles of the universe— 
really discovery level science. 

Enzymes are large biological mol-
ecules that are nature’s catalysts—ac-
celerating metabolic processes that 
sustain life. 

To develop enzymes and micro-orga-
nisms capable of converting starchy 
biomass into cellulosic ethanol, you 

need to start at the fundamentals of bi-
ology and biochemistry. This includes 
studying the intricate details of the 
relevant biochemical processes, as well 
as probing the proteins and amino- 
acids that form the building blocks of 
enzymes down to the submolecular 
level. 

At this point, scientists can move 
into the applied science stage of the 
pipeline. Applied research generally 
concerns translating those basic, fun-
damental principles into an applica-
tion. 

In this example, scientists apply the 
insights gained from the fundamental 
basic science stage to develop new en-
zymes with desired performance traits 
such as high selectivity, specificity, 
and stability to enable effective and ef-
ficient conversion of the complex 
starches into ethanol. 

Applied research can also include 
controlled lab-scale demonstrations to 
test how effectively these newly devel-
oped enzymes and micro-organisms can 
turrijsay, wood chips, into fuel. 

Still in the lab and far from full com-
mercial scale production, the kinds of 
small discoveries that happen at the 
applied science level act as an early 
demonstration that something new is 
possible. 

At the applied research stage, we are 
still far away from creating something 
ready for the market, but between 
these two stages our scientists have 
gone from the basic science of how an 
idea may work to actually dem-
onstrating that it could work in prac-
tice. 

At this point now, the private sector 
is more likely to see its potential 
value. Our scientists have shown that 
the technology is possible, and next we 
move to the commercialization and 
scaling and deployment phases, where 
private investors and companies take 
the technology our lab scientists have 
developed and make it a product that 
can succeed in the market. 

During the applied research stage at 
NREL, scientists were hard at work 
showing that they really could produce 
cellulosic ethanol efficiently and 
cheaply—eventually meeting their goal 
to make it price competitive with con-
ventional fuels in today’s commercial 
market. 

That is where we are right now with 
cellulosic ethanol. Companies across 
the country, such as DuPont, Poet, and 
others, are currently building plants to 
produce cellulosic ethanol at large 
scale and at competitive prices. 

So that is one model of public-private 
partnerships for innovation—where the 
basic and applied science research can 
begin in the lab and then be transferred 
to private sector companies who can 
create a commercial product. 

I had the opportunity last year to 
witness another model of public-pri-
vate partnerships for innovation at the 
Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, 
which is home to the Advanced Light 
Source, or ALS. The ALS serves thou-
sands of researchers—from private sec-

tor scientists to university research-
ers—who use light sources such as soft 
xrays, ultraviolet light, and infrared 
light to conduct a wide range of sci-
entific experiments. Experiments at 
the ALS are performed at nearly 40 
beam lines that can operate simulta-
neously around the clock and year- 
round. 

The facility’s resources would be too 
expensive for any one company to in-
vest in alone, but by building a public 
facility that then is partly sustained 
by fees and targeted infrastructure in-
vestments by users, the ALS becomes a 
place where many different partners 
can come to test new ideas and ap-
proaches. 

In terms of the innovation pipeline, 
what the Berkeley Lab and its ALS do 
is allow a diverse range of researchers 
to engage in various stages of research 
under one roof. The unique capabilities 
offered at the ALS also attract many 
industry partners and encourages pro-
ductive public-private collaboration. 

A good example of this is the part-
nership between the lab and the semi-
conductor industry. 

Semiconductor technology is one of 
the most transformative scientific 
breakthroughs of the 20th century. 
Semiconductors are at the heart of 
what makes a computer work. Their 
constant advancement is what allows 
us today to hold the computing power 
of last generation’s supercomputer in 
our pockets. 

However, the manufacturing tech-
niques previously used to produce new, 
smaller, and more powerful semicon-
ductor products aren’t adequate to 
build the next generation of nano-elec-
tronic devices. 

So what has happened is a consor-
tium of companies including Intel, 
IBM, HP, and Dow Chemical—called 
SEMATECH—came together to lever-
age the unique capabilities at the lab 
to advance semiconductor manufac-
turing technology for next-generation 
electronics. 

As the lab reports, ‘‘[By] tapping into 
the Center’s long term expertise in 
short wavelength optics and the unique 
properties of the ALS Synchotron fa-
cility, SEMATECH funded the develop-
ment of the world’s highest resolution 
projection lithography tool and highest 
performance [extreme-ultraviolet] mi-
croscope’’—developments that were 
only possible because of the facilities 
and expertise at the lab. 

Having then developed new tools ca-
pable of manufacturing the next gen-
eration of semiconductor devices, a 
company like Intel can take the new 
technology and scale it up in their own 
plants. 

Of course, there are many variations 
of public private partnerships that our 
labs can and have utilized to take ideas 
from the lab to the market. These two 
examples—cellulosic ethanol and the 
advancement of semiconductor manu-
facturing technology—show us what is 
really possible by working in partner-
ship with our national labs. 
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In our bill Senator RUBIO and I are 

trying to expand the flexibility and 
freedom of all our labs to innovate and 
build productive partnerships so that 
every research project has the poten-
tial and opportunity to eventually 
enter the market. 

As we see here on the innovation 
pipeline, the payoff for all this work 
doesn’t come until the very end, so one 
of the best things we can do is focus 
our policies to make the movement of 
ideas through the pipeline as efficient 
as possible. 

While there are plenty of areas where 
Senator RUBIO and I disagree, we have 
come together on the America INNO-
VATES Act because we both agree that 
government has a role to play invest-
ing in the early scientific research that 
can lead to innovations that change 
our world. 

In this bill, we aren’t talking about 
expanding government or calling for 
new spending or regulation, we are 
talking about the early science work 
that only government can fund because 
there isn’t yet a clear payoff for the 
private sector and finding out how to 
connect the national labs and the pri-
vate sector along this innovation pipe-
line in a better and stronger way to de-
liver more products to the American 
marketplace and the world markets. 

Once again, I thank my Republican 
colleague Senator MARCO RUBIO. I urge 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to join us in supporting this bipartisan 
innovation jobs bill. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 341—OBSERV-
ING THE 100TH BIRTHDAY OF 
CIVIL RIGHTS LEADER DAISY 
BATES AND HONORING HER LEG-
ACY AS AN AMERICAN HEROINE 

Mr. PRYOR submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 341 

Whereas Daisy Lee Gatson Bates was born 
on November 11, 1914, in Huttig, Arkansas; 

Whereas in 1941, Daisy Bates and her hus-
band, Lucious Christopher ‘‘L.C.’’ Bates, 
founded the Arkansas State Press, a weekly 
African-American newspaper that promoted 
awareness of social injustice and championed 
civil rights; 

Whereas Daisy Bates took a leadership role 
in the civil rights movement and became 
president of the Arkansas State Conference 
of NAACP Branches in 1952; 

Whereas in 1957, Daisy Bates became an ad-
visor to the Little Rock Nine and was a 
champion for public school integration; 

Whereas on September 23, 1957, and Sep-
tember 25, 1957, Daisy Bates courageously led 
members of the Little Rock Nine from her 
home to their first days at Central High 
School in Little Rock, Arkansas; 

Whereas in the face of mounting opposi-
tion, death threats, harassment, arrests, and 
violence, Daisy Bates continued her work in 
advising the Little Rock Nine and fighting 
for them to attend Central High School; 

Whereas after completing her work with 
the Little Rock Nine, Daisy Bates continued 
her work in public service as a community 

organizer and by working on anti-poverty 
programs; 

Whereas in 1990, Arkansas Governor Bill 
Clinton recognized Daisy Bates as the ‘‘most 
distinguished Arkansas citizen of all time’’; 

Whereas on November 4, 1999, Daisy Bates 
died in Little Rock, Arkansas; 

Whereas in 2001, the Arkansas General As-
sembly designated the third Monday in Feb-
ruary as ‘‘Daisy Gatson Bates Day’’ to cele-
brate her contributions to civil rights; and 

Whereas generations of Americans can 
look to Daisy Bates as an example of deter-
mination, courage, and leadership for pro-
moting social justice and equality: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) observes the 100th birthday of civil 

rights leader Daisy Bates; and 
(2) commemorates the legacy of Daisy 

Bates by encouraging all people of the 
United States to promote social justice, 
equality, and the principles of the Constitu-
tion. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 31—DESIGNATING JANUARY 
2014 AS ‘‘NATIONAL BLOOD 
DONOR MONTH’’ 
Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Ms. WAR-

REN, and Mr. COBURN) submitted the 
following concurrent resolution; which 
was considered and agreed to: 

S. CON. RES. 31 

Whereas America’s Blood Centers, AABB, 
and the American Red Cross unite to des-
ignate January 2014 as ‘‘National Blood 
Donor Month’’; 

Whereas donating 1 unit of blood saves as 
many as 3 lives; 

Whereas blood donors are an integral part 
of the health system and national public 
health preparedness initiatives in the United 
States; 

Whereas blood and blood products are crit-
ical national resources and vital public 
health assets that must be readily available 
at all times; 

Whereas every 2 seconds, a person in the 
United States needs blood for lifesaving 
treatment in an emergency or a disaster, a 
routine surgery, a blood transfusion to help 
treat a serious disease like cancer, or an 
organ or bone marrow transplant; 

Whereas 1 in 7 patients who enter a hos-
pital in the United States needs blood; 

Whereas more than 20,000,000 blood compo-
nents are used in transfusions every year in 
the United States; 

Whereas over 41,000 units of blood are need-
ed each day in the United States to maintain 
a safe and adequate blood supply; 

Whereas 9,200,000 donors give blood each 
year in the United States; 

Whereas approximately 38 percent of the 
Unites States population is eligible to give 
blood, but less than 10 percent of the eligible 
population donates blood on an annual basis; 

Whereas blood transfusions require gen-
erous and altruistic volunteer donors; 

Whereas it is vital that the blood donation 
policies, including donor deferral policies, in 
the United States keep pace with medical 
science to ensure that the United States has 
a robust, eligible population of donors to 
maintain a safe and adequate blood supply; 
and 

Whereas America’s Blood Centers, AABB, 
and the American Red Cross support and per-
form critical services collecting, processing, 
and distributing lifesaving blood and blood 
products to hospitals and health providers, 
and are instrumental in ensuring the safety 
of the blood supply and promoting the need 
for blood donations: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) recognizes January 2014 as ‘‘National 
Blood Donor Month’’; 

(2) acknowledges the important role of vol-
unteer blood donors in protecting the health 
and emergency preparedness security of the 
United States; 

(3) recognizes the need to promote a safe, 
stable blood supply and to increase volunteer 
participation of blood donors; 

(4) endorses efforts to update blood dona-
tion policies in a safe and scientifically 
sound manner to maintain an adequate blood 
supply; and 

(5) recognizes the roles of America’s Blood 
Centers, AABB, and the American Red Cross 
in ensuring the safety of the blood supply in 
the United States and delivering lifesaving 
blood and blood products to health providers 
and patients. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 2710. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 1926, to delay the implementation of 
certain provisions of the Biggert-Waters 
Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2012 and to 
reform the National Association of Reg-
istered Agents and Brokers, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 2711. Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for herself and 
Mr. BLUNT) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by her to the bill S. 
1926, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 2710. Mr. MCCAIN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill S. 1926, to delay the im-
plementation of certain provisions of 
the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012 and to reform the 
National Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 9, between lines 6 and 7, insert the 
following: 

(F) The estimated cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment of operating the National Flood In-
surance Program during the 5-year period be-
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act, 
including the cost of any claim payments 
that the Administrator would make for 
claims resulting from predicted changes in 
construction activity in floodplains, if, dur-
ing that period, the Administrator were to 
prescribe chargeable risk premium rates for 
flood insurance— 

(i) in accordance with the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) 
as in effect on the day before the date of en-
actment of the Biggert-Waters Flood Insur-
ance Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112–141; 
126 Stat. 916); 

(ii) in accordance with the National Flood 
Insurance Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) 
as amended by the Biggert-Waters Flood In-
surance Reform Act of 2012 (Public Law 112– 
141; 126 Stat. 916); or 

(iii) that are not less than the applicable 
estimated risk premium rates under section 
1307(a)(1) of the National Flood Insurance 
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4014(a)(1)). 

SA 2711. Mrs. GILLIBRAND (for her-
self and Mr. BLUNT) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
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her to the bill S. 1926, to delay the im-
plementation of certain provisions of 
the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2012 and to reform the 
National Association of Registered 
Agents and Brokers, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 15, between lines 9 and 10, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 110. PRIVATE NONPROFIT FACILITIES. 

(a) DEFINITION OF PRIVATE NONPROFIT FA-
CILITY.—Section 102(11)(B) of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5122(11)(B)) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL FACILITIES.—In addition 
to the facilities described in subparagraph 
(A), the term ‘private nonprofit facility’ in-
cludes any private nonprofit facility that 
provides essential services to the general 
public (including museums, zoos, performing 
arts facilities, community arts centers, com-
munity centers, houses of worship, libraries, 
homeless shelters, senior citizen centers, re-
habilitation facilities, shelter workshops, 
and facilities that provide health and safety 
services of a governmental nature), as de-
fined by the President.’’. 

(b) REPAIR, RESTORATION, AND REPLACE-
MENT OF DAMAGED FACILITIES.—Section 
406(a)(3) of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5172(a)(3)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF HOUSES OF WORSHIP.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A church, synagogue, 

mosque, temple, or other house of worship, 
and an otherwise eligible private nonprofit 
facility operated by a religious organization, 
shall be eligible for contributions under 
paragraph (1)(B), without regard to the reli-
gious character of the facility or the primary 
religious use of the facility. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding clause 
(i), in spaces used primarily for religious 
worship services, contributions under para-
graph (1)(B) shall only be used to cover costs 
of purchasing or replacing, without limita-
tion, the building structure, building enclo-
sure components, building envelope, vertical 
and horizontal circulation, physical plant 
support spaces, electrical, plumbing, and me-
chanical systems (including heating, ventila-
tion, air-conditioning, and fire and life safe-
ty systems), and related site improve-
ments.’’. 

(c) APPLICABILITY.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall 
apply to the provision of assistance in re-
sponse to a major disaster or emergency de-
clared on or after October 28, 2012. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions be authorized to meet in 
executive session during the session of 
the Senate on Wednesday, January 29, 
at 10 a.m. in SD–430. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs be authorized to 

meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, January 29, 2014, at 10 
a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, January 29, 2014, in 
room SD–628 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a 
business meeting to consider the fol-
lowing legislation and nomination: S. 
1448, to provide for equitable compensa-
tion to the Spokane Tribe of Indians of 
the Spokane Reservation for the use of 
tribal land for the production of hydro-
power by the Grand Coulee Dam, and 
for other purposes; and the President’s 
nomination of Vincent G. Logan to be 
Special Trustee, Office of Special 
Trustee for American Indians, Depart-
ment of the Interior. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, January 29, 2014, in 
room SD–628 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building at 2:30 p.m., to conduct a 
legislative hearing to receive testi-
mony on the following bill: S. 919, to 
amend the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act to pro-
vide further self-governance by Indian 
tribes, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate on January 29, 2014, at 10:00 a.m., in 
room SD–226 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled ‘‘Oversight of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, January 
29, 2014, at 10:00 a.m., to hear testimony 
on the SENTRI Act (S. 1728), ‘‘Improv-
ing Voter Registration and Voting Op-
portunities for Military and Overseas 
Voters.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on January 29, 2014, at 10:00 
a.m. to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC POLICY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking Housing, and Urban 
Affairs Subcommittee on Economic 
Policy be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, January 29, 2014 at 3:30 p.m. in 
order to conduct a hearing entitled 
‘‘The Annual Report and Oversight of 
the Office of Financial Research.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Patrick Mil-
ler-Bartley, Kyle Brewster, and 
Danielle Corley of my staff be granted 
the privilege of the floor for the dura-
tion of today’s session. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Ellen McLaughlin, 
a fellow in my office, be granted the 
privilege of the floor for this session of 
the 113th Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 282, S. 1417. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1417) to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to reauthorize programs under 
part A of title XI of such Act. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I further ask that 
the committee-reported substitute be 
agreed to; the bill, as amended, be read 
a third time and passed, and the mo-
tion to reconsider be considered made 
and laid upon the table, with no inter-
vening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The bill (S. 1417) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed as follows: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Newborn Screening Saves Lives Reauthor-
ization Act of 2013’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Improved newborn and child screening 

and follow-up for heritable dis-
orders. 

Sec. 3. Evaluating the effectiveness of newborn 
and child screening and follow-up 
programs. 

Sec. 4. Advisory Committee on Heritable Dis-
orders in Newborns and Children. 

Sec. 5. Clearinghouse of Newborn Screening In-
formation. 
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Sec. 6. Laboratory quality and surveillance. 
Sec. 7. Interagency Coordinating Committee on 

Newborn and Child Screening. 
Sec. 8. National contingency plan for newborn 

screening. 
Sec. 9. Hunter Kelly Research Program. 
Sec. 10. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 11. Reports to Congress 
SEC. 2. IMPROVED NEWBORN AND CHILD 

SCREENING AND FOLLOW-UP FOR 
HERITABLE DISORDERS. 

Section 1109 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300b–8) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘subsection (j)’’ and inserting 

‘‘section 1117’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘and in consultation with the 

Advisory Committee’’ and inserting ‘‘and taking 
into consideration the expertise of the Advisory 
Committee’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘screening 
and training’’ and inserting ‘‘screening, coun-
seling, and training’’; 

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end; 

(D) in paragraph (4)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘treatment’’ and inserting ‘‘fol-

low-up and treatment’’; and 
(ii) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; 

and’’; and 
(E) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) to improve the timely collection, delivery, 

receipt, and screening of specimens, and the 
timely diagnosis of heritable disorders in 
newborns.’’; 

(2) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘subsection 
(c)(2)’’ each place that such appears and insert-
ing ‘‘subsection (c)’’; and 

(3) by striking subsection (j) (relating to au-
thorization of appropriations). 
SEC. 3. EVALUATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 

NEWBORN AND CHILD SCREENING 
AND FOLLOW-UP PROGRAMS. 

Section 1110 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300b–9) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘AND 
FOLLOW-UP’’ after ‘‘CHILD SCREENING’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘of screen-
ing,’’ and inserting ‘‘, including with respect to 
timeliness, of screening, follow-up,’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘counseling, testing’’ and in-

serting ‘‘treatment, counseling, testing, follow- 
up,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting before the semicolon the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, including, as appropriate, through 
the assessment of health and development out-
comes for such children through adolescence’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘counseling, testing’’ and in-

serting ‘‘treatment, counseling, testing, follow- 
up,’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(C) in paragraph (3), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting a semicolon; and 
(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) methods that may be identified to improve 

quality in the diagnosis, treatment, and disease 
management of heritable disorders based on 
gaps in services or care; or 

‘‘(5) methods or best practices by which the el-
igible entities described in section 1109 can 
achieve the timely collection, delivery, receipt, 
and screening of newborn screening specimens, 
and the timely diagnosis of heritable disorders 
in newborns.’’; and 

(4) by striking subsection (d) (relating to au-
thorization of appropriations). 
SEC. 4. ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON HERITABLE 

DISORDERS IN NEWBORNS AND 
CHILDREN. 

Section 1111 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300b–10) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (4) through 

(6) as paragraphs (5) through (7), respectively; 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (3), the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(4) provide technical assistance, as appro-
priate, to individuals and organizations regard-
ing the submission of nominations to the uni-
form screening panel, including prior to the sub-
mission of such nominations;’’; 

(C) in paragraph (5) (as so redesignated), by 
inserting ‘‘, including the cost’’ after ‘‘public 
health impact’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (7) (as so redesignated)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘achieve 

rapid diagnosis’’ and inserting ‘‘achieve best 
practices in rapid diagnosis and appropriate 
treatment’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (D), by inserting before 
the semicolon ‘‘, including information on cost 
and incidence’’; 

(iii) in subparagraph (J), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(iv) in subparagraph (K), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(v) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(L) the timely collection, delivery, receipt, 

and screening of specimens to be tested for heri-
table disorders in newborns in order to ensure 
rapid diagnosis and follow-up.’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘180’’ and inserting ‘‘120’’; and 
(ii) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘If the 

Secretary is unable to make a determination to 
adopt or reject such recommendation within 
such 120-day period, the Secretary shall notify 
the Advisory Committee and the appropriate 
committees of Congress of such determination 
together with an explanation for why the Sec-
retary was unable to comply within such 120- 
day period, as well as a plan of action for con-
sideration of such pending recommendations.’’; 

(B) by striking paragraph (2); 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (2); and 
(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) DEADLINE FOR REVIEW.—For each nomi-

nation to the recommended uniform screening 
panel, the Advisory Committee on Heritable Dis-
orders in Newborns and Children shall review 
and vote on the nominated condition within 9 
months of the date on which the Advisory Com-
mittee referred the nomination to the condition 
review workgroup.’’; 

(3) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) as 
subsections (g) and (h), respectively; 

(4) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(f) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Committee 
shall meet at least 4 times each calendar year, or 
as subject to the discretion of the Designated 
Federal Officer in consultation with the 
Chair.’’; 

(5) in subsection (g) (as so redesignated), by 
striking ‘‘Newborn Screening Saves Lives Act of 
2008’’ and inserting ‘‘Newborn Screening Saves 
Lives Reauthorization Act of 2013’’; and 

(6) by striking subsection (h) (relating to au-
thorization of appropriations), as redesignated 
by paragraph (3). 
SEC. 5. CLEARINGHOUSE OF NEWBORN SCREEN-

ING INFORMATION. 
Section 1112 of the Public Health Service Act 

(42 U.S.C. 300b–11) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘; and’’ and 

inserting a semicolon; 
(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘data’’ and inserting ‘‘informa-

tion’’; and 
(ii) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting a semicolon; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs: 
‘‘(4) maintain current information on the 

number of conditions for which screening is con-
ducted in each State; and 

‘‘(5) disseminate available evidence-based 
guidelines related to diagnosis, counseling, and 
treatment with respect to conditions detected by 
newborn screening.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(4)(D), by striking ‘‘New-
born Screening Saves Lives Act of 2008’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Newborn Screening Saves Lives Reau-
thorization Act of 2013’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘developing the clearing-

house’’ and inserting ‘‘carrying out activities’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘clearinghouse minimizes’’ 
and inserting ‘‘activities minimize’’; and 

(4) by striking subsection (d) (relating to au-
thorization of appropriations). 
SEC. 6. LABORATORY QUALITY AND SURVEIL-

LANCE. 
Section 1113 of the Public Health Service Act 

(42 U.S.C. 300b–12) is amended— 
(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘AND 

SURVEILLANCE’’ before the period; 
(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking the subsection enumerator and 

heading; 
(B) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 

striking ‘‘and in consultation with the Advisory 
Committee’’ and inserting ‘‘and taking into con-
sideration the expertise of the Advisory Com-
mittee’’; 

(C) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘timeliness for processing such 

tests,’’ after ‘‘newborn screening tests’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end; and 
(D) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(3) by striking subsection (b) (relating to au-

thorization of appropriations) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(b) SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITIES.—The Sec-
retary, acting through the Director of the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention, and 
taking into consideration the expertise of the 
Advisory Committee on Heritable Disorders in 
Newborns and Children established under sec-
tion 1111, may provide, as appropriate, for the 
coordination of surveillance activities, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(1) through standardized data collection and 
reporting, as well as the use of electronic health 
records; and 

‘‘(2) by promoting data sharing regarding 
newborn screening with State-based birth de-
fects and developmental disabilities monitoring 
programs.’’. 
SEC. 7. INTERAGENCY COORDINATING COM-

MITTEE ON NEWBORN AND CHILD 
SCREENING. 

Section 1114 of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300b–13) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘the Adminis-
trator, the Director of the Agency for 
Healthcare Research and Quality’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the Administrator of the Health Resources 
and Services Administration, the Director of the 
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality, 
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs,’’; and 

(2) by striking subsection (e) (relating to au-
thorization of appropriations). 
SEC. 8. NATIONAL CONTINGENCY PLAN FOR NEW-

BORN SCREENING. 
Section 1115(a) of the Public Health Service 

Act (42 U.S.C. 300b–14(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: ‘‘The plan shall be up-
dated as needed and at least every five years.’’. 
SEC. 9. HUNTER KELLY RESEARCH PROGRAM. 

Section 1116(a)(1) of the Public Health Service 
Act (42 U.S.C. 300b–15(a)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub-
paragraph (E); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following: 

‘‘(C) by providing research findings and data 
for newborn conditions under review by the Ad-
visory Committee on Heritable Disorders in 
Newborns and Children to be added to the rec-
ommended uniform screening panel; 

‘‘(D) conducting pilot studies on conditions 
recommended by the Advisory Committee on 
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Heritable Disorders in Newborns and Children 
to ensure that screenings are ready for nation-
wide implementation; and’’. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Part A of title XI of the Public Health Service 
Act is amended by adding at the end, the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 1117. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS FOR NEWBORN SCREENING 
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated— 
‘‘(1) to carry out sections 1109, 1110, 1111, and 

1112, $18,334,000 for each of fiscal years 2014 
through 2018; and 

‘‘(2) to carry out section 1113, $7,500,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2014 through 2018.’’. 
SEC. 11. REPORTS TO CONGRESS. 

(a) GAO REPORT ON TIMELINESS OF NEWBORN 
SCREENING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall submit 
a report to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor and Pensions of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives concerning the timeliness of 
screening for heritable disorders in newborns. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under 
paragraph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) An analysis of information regarding the 
timeliness of newborn screening, which may in-
clude the time elapsed from birth to specimen 
collection, specimen collection to receipt by lab-
oratory, specimen receipt to reporting, reporting 
to follow-up testing, and follow-up testing to 
confirmed diagnosis. 

(B) A summary of any guidelines, rec-
ommendations, or best practices available to 
States and health care providers intended to 
support a timely newborn screening system. 

(C) An analysis of any barriers to maintaining 
a timely newborn screening system which may 
exist and recommendations for addressing such 
barriers. 

(b) REPORT BY SECRETARY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services shall— 
(A) not later than 1 year after the date of en-

actment of the Newborn Screening Saves Lives 
Reauthorization Act of 2013, submit to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor and Pen-
sions of the Senate and the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce of the House of Representa-
tives a report on activities related to— 

(i) newborn screening; and 
(ii) screening children who have or are at risk 

for heritable disorders; and 
(B) not less than every 2 years, shall submit to 

such committees an updated version of such re-
port. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted under 
this subsection shall contain a description of— 

(A) the ongoing activities under sections 1109, 
1110, and 1112 through 1115 of the Public Health 
Service Act; and 

(B) the amounts expended on such activities. 

f 

OPM IG ACT 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 2860 which was received from the 
House and is now at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 2860) to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide that the Inspector 
General of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment may use amounts in the revolving fund 
of the Office to fund audits, investigations, 
and oversight activities, and for other pur-
poses. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be read three 
times and passed, and the motion to re-
consider be considered made and laid 
upon the table, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H. R. 2860) was ordered to a 
third reading, was read the third time, 
and passed. 

f 

MEASURES DISCHARED 

PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINT-
MENT OF JOHN FAHEY AS A CIT-
IZEN REGENT OF THE BOARD OF 
REGENTS OF THE SMITHSONIAN 
INSTITUTE 

PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINT-
MENT OF RISA LAVIZZO-MOUREY 
AS A CITIZEN REGENT OF THE 
BOARD OF REGENTS OF THE 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTE 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Rules Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of S.J. Res. 28 and S.J. Res. 29, and the 
Senate proceed to their consideration 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee is discharged 
and the measures will be considered en 
bloc. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the joint resolutions be 
read a third time and passed en bloc, 
and the motions to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table, 
with no intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The joint resolutions were ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, were 
read the third time, and passed, as fol-
lows: 

S.J. RES. 28 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with 
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on 
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, in the class other than Members of 
Congress, occurring by reason of the expira-
tion of the term of Roger W. Sant of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, on October 24, 2013, is 
filled by the appointment of John Fahey of 

the District of Columbia. The appointment is 
for a term of 6 years, beginning on the date 
of enactment of this joint resolution. 

S.J. RES. 29 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in accordance with 
section 5581 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States (20 U.S.C. 43), the vacancy on 
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, in the class other than Members of 
Congress, occurring by reason of the expira-
tion of the term of Patricia Q. Stonesifer of 
Washington, DC, on December 21, 2013, is 
filled by the appointment of Risa Lavizzo- 
Mourey of Pennsylvania. The appointment is 
for a term of 6 years, beginning on the later 
of December 22, 2013, or the date of enact-
ment of this joint resolution. 

f 

DESIGNATING JANUARY 2014 AS 
‘‘NATIONAL BLOOD DONOR 
MONTH’’ 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of S. Con. Res. 31 which 
was submitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 31) 
designating January 2014 as ‘‘National Blood 
Donor Month.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the reso-
lution be agreed to, the preamble be 
agreed to, and the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, with no in-
tervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 31) was agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, is printed in today’s RECORD 
under ‘‘Submitted Resolutions.’’) 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, 
JANUARY 30, 2014 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 10 a.m., on Thursday, 
January 30, 2014; that following the 
prayer and pledge, the morning hour be 
deemed expired, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, and the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day; that fol-
lowing any leader remarks, the Senate 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:05 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00051 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A29JA6.014 S29JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

3T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES608 January 29, 2014 
resume consideration of S. 1926, the 
flood insurance bill, under the previous 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I 
am advised to inform my colleagues 

that there will be up to four rollcall 
votes beginning at 11:15 a.m. tomorrow 
in order to complete action on the 
flood insurance bill. The vote on final 
passage of the bill will occur at ap-
proximately 2 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it adjourn under the previous 
order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:24 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
January 30, 2014, at 10 a.m. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 05:05 Jan 30, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G29JA6.075 S29JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

3T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

∑ This ‘‘bullet’’ symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E135 January 29, 2014 

HONORING THE LIFE AND DEDI-
CATED SERVICE OF GEORGE 
TOUART 

HON. JEFF MILLER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to recognize the life and dedicated service of 
Northwest Florida’s George Touart who 
passed away on January 24, 2014, after a 
courageous battle with cancer. Throughout his 
long career in public service, George Touart 
mentored and inspired many individuals 
throughout Escambia County, Florida. The 
loss of a passionate and hardworking man is 
truly felt among the Northwest Florida commu-
nity for which he cared so deeply. 

George graduated Pensacola High School 
in 1966. At the University of Southern Mis-
sissippi, he earned his Bachelor of Arts in 
Community and Regional Planning and was 
an active member of the Kappa Alpha frater-
nity. He then received his Master’s degree in 
Public Administration from Troy State Univer-
sity. Before returning home to Florida, George 
served as a city councilman in Pascagoula, 
Mississippi, a public information officer for the 
Mississippi State Highway Department, and as 
county administrator for two Mississippi coun-
ties. 

In April 2002, the Escambia County Board 
of Commissioners appointed George as the 
Escambia County Administrator. He served in 
this capacity until December 2007 and then 
later served as the Interim County Adminis-
trator from December 2012 to January 2014. 
It was during George’s role as County Admin-
istrator of Escambia County that his admirable 
dedication proved instrumental in helping the 
citizens of Northwest Florida recover from the 
devastating effects of Hurricane Ivan in 2004. 
Under George’s unwavering and efficient lead-
ership in working with both FEMA and the 
State of Florida, repairs were made to infra-
structure, communication was restored, and 
grants were obtained, all contributing to the 
county’s overall recovery. His hard work gar-
nered national recognition for Escambia Coun-
ty by FEMA. Not only did George exhibit great 
strength in a time of adversity, but he also 
provided personal comfort and reassurance to 
many affected citizens of the community. 

During his tenure in office, George also 
worked with the Pensacola Chamber of Com-
merce to bring several economic initiatives to 
Escambia County, such as Navy Federal 
Credit Union Expansion, Project Evergreen, 
and Project Pearl. He can also be credited for 
completing the Escambia County Jail transition 
under budget as well as negotiating the 
Interlocal Agreement between Escambia 
County and the City of Pensacola. 

Resonating from within, George had a true 
sense of community and civic duty. Aside from 
his leadership with the county, he was in-
volved in a myriad of civic organizations 
throughout his life, including: Conquistadores, 

the Masonic Lodge and the Hadji Shrine, Five 
Flags Rotary, Irish Politician’s Club, Moss 
Point Young Men’s Business Club, Pensacola 
Chamber of Commerce, United Way of 
Escambia County, and Baptist Hospital Board 
of Directors. Additionally, George was a mem-
ber of Perdido Bay United Methodist Church. 
In his spare time, he enjoyed golfing, fishing, 
and hunting. Those whose lives were touched 
by George mourn the loss of a devoted man 
with an unwavering commitment to service. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, I am privileged to honor the life of 
George Touart. My wife Vicki joins me in ex-
tending our sincerest condolences and prayers 
to his wife, Barbara; sons, Matthew and 
Jacob; daughters, Christy and Amber; seven 
grandchildren, Meagan, Zackary, Brennan, 
Ivey, Jack, Mylah, and Carter; and parents, 
Clyde and Mary. He will truly be missed. 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE NEWNAN- 
COWETA BOARD OF COMMIS-
SIONERS 2013 

HON. PHIL GINGREY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize the achievements of 
the Coweta County Board of Commissioners 
and to congratulate the members for receiving 
the 2013 Prosperity Award. This award—pre-
sented by the Newnan-Coweta Chamber of 
Commerce—honors contributions the commis-
sioners have made toward promoting pros-
perity in their community. Since 2007 this 
award has been presented in recognition of 30 
different companies and organizations that 
have made a similar outstanding impact. 

The Coweta County Commissioners have 
demonstrated a clear and enduring commit-
ment to protecting small businesses and en-
couraging economic growth—most recently 
through their decision to eliminate impact fees 
on development in the county. These commis-
sioners are critical to the economic growth in 
their area and have shown a great lasting 
commitment to promote the prosperity and 
betterment of their community. I am proud to 
have the opportunity to stand before you today 
to highlight the achievements of my fellow 
Georgians and to congratulate them on earn-
ing the 2013 Prosperity Award. 

Mr. Speaker, I extend my thanks to the hard 
working people of the Coweta County Board 
for their leadership role in the community, and 
congratulate them on receiving the 2013 Pros-
perity Award. 

HONORING AARON DARRAH 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Aaron Darrah. 
Aaron is a very special young man who has 
exemplified the finest qualities of citizenship 
and leadership by taking an active part in the 
Boy Scouts of America, Troop 362, and earn-
ing the most prestigious award of Eagle Scout. 

Aaron has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Aaron has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, 
Aaron has contributed to his community 
through his Eagle Scout project. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Aaron Darrah for his accomplish-
ments with the Boy Scouts of America and for 
his efforts put forth in achieving the highest 
distinction of Eagle Scout. 

f 

NO TAXPAYER FUNDING FOR 
ABORTION AND ABORTION IN-
SURANCE FULL DISCLOSURE 
ACT OF 2014 

SPEECH OF 

HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, January 28, 2014 

Mr. HONDA. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
in strong opposition to H.R. 7, an unnecessary 
and intrusive bill that represents a short-sight-
ed attack on the rights of women and families, 
and undermines access to insurance that cov-
ers comprehensive women’s health care. 

H.R. 7 would diminish meaningful access to 
healthcare for millions of lower and middle in-
come families by denying them tax credits if 
the insurance plan they choose through the 
Health Insurance Marketplaces includes cov-
erage for abortion services. Removing these 
tax breaks for the most vulnerable members of 
our society is not only dangerous, it is heart-
less, and it will return a constitutionally-pro-
tected medical procedure to its dark back-alley 
days. If enacted, this change will likely lead in-
surers to remove coverage for abortion serv-
ices from all plans offered in the marketplaces, 
thus denying access to this coverage for 
women who wish to purchase such coverage 
out of their own pockets. Rather than offering 
real solutions to the problems our nation 
faces, the other side of the aisle only offers a 
return to the fights over social issues of the 
past. 

Republicans claim that H.R. 7 merely codi-
fies the Hyde Amendment, a provision prohib-
iting the use of federal funds for most abortion 
services, but Title I of the bill actually includes 
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numerous vague provisions that may in some 
cases modify and expand the funding restric-
tions relating to abortion currently included in 
annual appropriations bills. Besides, the Hyde 
Amendment has been passed every single 
year for nearly forty years—we already have a 
law prohibiting the use of federal funds to pay 
for abortion, we don’t need another one. 

This legislation threatens women’s health by 
denying access to comprehensive women’s 
health care that includes abortion. That is why 
I vehemently oppose H.R. 7. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Ms. LEE of California. Mr. Speaker, I was 
not present for rollcall Votes 24 and 25. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on 
both. 

f 

RECOGNIZING NATIONAL SCHOOL 
CHOICE WEEK 

HON. DANIEL WEBSTER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. WEBSTER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to recognize National School Choice 
Week. Designated from January 27–31, 2014, 
National School Choice Week serves to raise 
public awareness of the importance of making 
educational opportunities available to all stu-
dents. 

No student should have a darker future or a 
limited educational horizon based upon the 
neighborhood they call home. Every student 
should have access to their own American 
dream, and the key to their dream is a quality 
education. 

I have advocated for educational reform and 
expansion of educational opportunity to all 
throughout my years of service in the Florida 
State Legislature and in the U.S. Congress. I 
have advanced initiatives that include home 
schooling, building a Florida online high 
school, creating magnet programs, estab-
lishing charter schools, and establishing schol-
arships that allow students from failing schools 
to attend high performing schools. I believe 
that good educational policy provides choices 
to families and local educators who under-
stand the unique needs of their children and 
students. Through providing choice, edu-
cational quality increases, which will ensure 
that all students are able to excel in their aca-
demics and rise to meet their full potential. 

I am pleased to recognize National School 
Choice Week. 

f 

HONORING JIM CACCIOTTOLO, 
PRESIDENT OF THE CHIEF ENGI-
NEERS ASSOCIATION OF 
CHICAGOLAND 

HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Jim Cacciottolo, who was sworn in Jan-

uary 25 as the new President of the Chief En-
gineers Association of Chicagoland. Mr. 
Cacciottolo, a resident of Chicago’s Bridgeport 
community, previously served on the organiza-
tion’s board of directors for the last 16 years. 

Mr. Cacciottolo grew up in Chicago’s Archer 
Heights and Garfield Ridge communities on 
the city’s Southwest Side. He worked for the 
City of Chicago for 25 years before retiring in 
2008. When he retired, Mr. Cacciottolo was 
the chief operating engineer for the Chicago 
Police Department, overseeing nearly 100 
buildings and facilities for the Chicago Police 
Department, the Chicago Fire Department and 
other City of Chicago properties. He currently 
serves as a chief engineer in the private sec-
tor, helping to oversee the operations for the 
buildings that make up the University of Illinois 
Medical Center in Chicago. 

Mr. Cacciottolo is the proud father of two 
grown children, Kristin and Anthony. 

As president of the Chief Engineers Asso-
ciation of Chicagoland, Mr. Cacciottolo will 
lead a not-for-profit fraternal organization com-
prised of more than 800 men and women in 
leadership positions within the field of power 
engineering and real estate asset manage-
ment. For over 90 years, the Chief Engineers 
Association of Chicagoland has brought edu-
cational services, information and camaraderie 
to its members through the publication of ‘‘The 
Chief Engineer’’ magazine, educational meet-
ings and social gatherings throughout the Chi-
cago area. The organization’s motto: ‘‘Any-
thing that can be done, can be done better.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating Jim Cacciottolo, whose com-
mitment to public service and dedication to his 
profession will serve him well in his new role 
as President of the Chief Engineers Associa-
tion of Chicagoland. His expertise and knowl-
edge as a chief engineer will be a tremendous 
benefit and resource for other chief engineers 
throughout Northeastern Illinois. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF THE SERVICE 
OF UNITED STATES ARMY SER-
GEANT FIRST CLASS WILLIAM K. 
LACEY 

HON. RON BARBER 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. BARBER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor United States Army Sergeant First 
Class William K. Lacey, or Kelly, as his family 
wants him to be remembered, who was killed 
in action on January 4, 2014 after a rocket 
propelled grenade attack by insurgents hit his 
unit in Nangarhar Province, Afghanistan. He 
leaves behind his mother, father, stepmother, 
two daughters, three step daughters and many 
friends. 

Born at Eglin Air Force Base where his fa-
ther, Master Sergeant John H. Lacey, was sta-
tioned, Kelly spent most of his childhood in 
Florida. He attended Niceville High School be-
fore joining the Army in 2003. While in the 
Army, he attended Meridian Community Col-
lege and received an Associate Degree. Ser-
geant First Class Lacey was assigned to the 
F Company, 201st Brigade Support Battalion, 
3rd Infantry Brigade Combat Team, 1st Infan-
try Division, based in Fort Knox, Kentucky. 

Kelly was on his second deployment to Af-
ghanistan, and he had already completed 

three previous deployments to Iraq: the first a 
5 month deployment, the second a 14 month 
deployment and the other a year-long deploy-
ment. From April 2011 until March 2012, Kelly 
served in Afghanistan. 

From his earliest time in the Army, Sergeant 
First Class Lacey was considered a great sol-
dier. Over his career he earned more than a 
dozen honors including three Army Com-
mendation Medals, four Army Achievement 
Medals, three Army Good Conduct Medals, 
two Afghanistan Campaign Medals with 
Bronze Service Star and two Iraq Campaign 
Medals with Bronze Service Stars. For his 
bravery in action, Sergeant First Class Lacey 
was awarded a Bronze Star with combat dis-
tinguishing device ‘‘V’’, two Bronze Stars and 
a Purple Heart posthumously. 

We remember Kelly and offer our deepest 
condolences and prayers to his family. Every-
one in our great nation owes Sergeant First 
Class Lacey and his family a debt of gratitude 
for his selfless sacrifice and courage. It is vital 
that we keep our men and women in uniform 
who are in harm’s way in our thoughts and 
prayers. I call on my colleagues and all Ameri-
cans to remember Kelly and the many others 
who have made the ultimate sacrifice in de-
fending our freedoms and all that we value as 
a nation. 

f 

MCKINNEY, ‘‘AMERICA’S CRAPE 
MYRTLE CITY’’ 

HON. SAM JOHNSON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to recognize the Crape Myrtle 
Trails of McKinney Foundation, a 501(c)(3) 
non-profit organization created to elevate and 
preserve the beauty and appeal of one of the 
fastest growing cities in North Texas, McKin-
ney. 

Established in 1998, the Crape Myrtle Trails 
of McKinney Foundation began with the vision 
of showcasing the premier flowering plant of 
the south, the crape myrtle, throughout our 
community in a deliberate and meaningful 
manner. After the foundation gained official 
501(c)(3) status, the foundation in partnership 
with the City of McKinney established the 
World Collection Park to feature every variety 
of crape myrtle on seven acres of city park-
land. The World Collection Park officially 
opened for enjoyment in 2011, and as of 
2013, nearly 22,000 crape myrtles have been 
planted by the foundation, City of McKinney, 
and other partners. 

Not only does the Crape Myrtle Trails of 
McKinney Foundation serve as an agent to 
enhance the aesthetics of the city, it has es-
tablished programs, such as an annual Run 
the Trails of McKinney Fun Run and ‘‘McKin-
ney Crape Myrtles and Me—Watch Us Grow!’’ 
an annual science and art contest for McKin-
ney ISD elementary schools, to further involve 
the community in its city’s development. 

I commend the City of McKinney on their 
time, energy, and efforts in making McKinney 
a better place to live for my fellow Texans. 
Promoting a higher quality of life is something 
we simply can’t put a price on. That’s why I 
support the City of McKinney to officially reg-
ister as ‘‘America’s Crape Myrtle City’’ and 
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press forward towards their goal of planting 
50,000 crape myrtle trees throughout McKin-
ney. 

God Bless all your efforts and God Bless 
Texas. I salute you. 

f 

HONORING ALEXANDER R.V. 
BATTLES 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
proudly pause to recognize Alexander R.V. 
Battles. Alex is a very special young man who 
has exemplified the finest qualities of citizen-
ship and leadership by taking an active part in 
the Boy Scouts of America, Troop 360, and 
earning the most prestigious award of Eagle 
Scout. 

Alex has been very active with his troop, 
participating in many scout activities. Over the 
many years Alex has been involved with 
scouting, he has not only earned numerous 
merit badges, but also the respect of his fam-
ily, peers, and community. Most notably, Alex 
has contributed to his community through his 
Eagle Scout project. Alex helped bring aware-
ness to his local blood bank after receiving a 
blood transfusion himself that saved his life. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending Alexander R.V. Battles for his 
accomplishments with the Boy Scouts of 
America and for his efforts put forth in achiev-
ing the highest distinction of Eagle Scout. 

f 

HONORING GEORGE LES, THE OAK 
LAWN CHAMBER OF COM-
MERCE’S BUSINESS PERSON OF 
THE YEAR 

HON. DANIEL LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor George Les, a longtime restaurateur 
and community institution in Oak Lawn, Illi-
nois. For the last 40 years, Mr. Les and his 
brother, Angelo, have run the famous Les 
Brothers restaurant at 87th Street and 
Ridgeland Avenue. On January 18, Mr. Les 
was recognized by the Oak Lawn Chamber of 
Commerce as its ‘‘Business Person of the 
Year.’’ 

Mr. Les embodies the quintessential Amer-
ican success story. In 1968, when he was just 
10 years old, he came to the United States 
with his family from Greece. He grew up in 
Chicago’s Marquette Park community, landing 
his first restaurant job bussing tables at age 
12. In 1974, he and Angelo went to work for 
their father, Bill, when he opened the original 
Les Brothers at the same Oak Lawn location 
the restaurant is at today. 

Anne Marie Casey, past president of the 
Oak Lawn Chamber of Commerce, noted in 
her remarks before Mr. Les was awarded 
‘‘Business Person of the Year’’ that Les Broth-
ers is an ‘‘Oak Lawn institution’’ and ‘‘a place 
where George treats every customer that 
comes into his business like they are friends 
and family, even if they are first-time cus-
tomers.’’ 

Through hard work and perseverance, Mr. 
Les has opened other Les Brothers res-
taurants in Hickory Hills, New Lenox and 
Homer Glen—all in Chicago’s south suburbs. 

Mr. Les and his family are active in all of the 
communities they serve, sponsoring and sup-
porting many local causes and events. In Oak 
Lawn, he is particularly passionate about 
Westside Baseball, the league his sons Bill 
and Jim played in growing up. 

f 

THE RETIREMENT OF BISHOP 
RUDOLPH W. MCKISSICK, SR. 

HON. CORRINE BROWN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor Bishop Rudolph W. McKissick, 
Sr., the Pastor of Bethel Baptist Institutional 
Church. 

For over 50 years, Bishop McKissick has 
served the Bethel community as its pastor. But 
previous to that, he helped the community as 
a choral member, music director, and Deacon 
prior to being called to succeed Rev. Robert 
Wilson in 1966 as Bethel’s tenth pastor. 

Throughout his tenure, Bishop McKissick, 
Sr.’s exemplary teachings and spiritual guid-
ance have inspired more than fifty servant 
leaders to accept God’s calling to the ministry. 
Among them is his son Bishop Rudolph 
McKissick, Jr., Co-Pastor, Bethel Baptist Insti-
tutional Church. In addition, Bishop McKissick, 
Sr., demonstrating his commitment to meeting 
and supporting the ever-changing needs and 
growth of congregants, has established more 
than fifty ministries. A Christian Mission (The 
Help Center), marriage ministry, church bas-
ketball league, youth retreats, and missionary 
outreach program are among the initiatives 
long recognized for its innovation and excel-
lence. Most notably and characteristic of the 
passion Bishop McKissick, Sr. and his wife of 
forty-nine years, Estelle Williams McKissick, 
share for education, is B.E.S.T. (Bethel En-
hancing Students Totally) Academy, a pro-
gram established in 1993 to support the aca-
demic needs of elementary and secondary 
students. Under their leadership, B.E.S.T. has 
become a valuable resource earning Bethel 
recognition as an approved summer school 
site for Duval County’s most academically 
challenged students. 

This high level of commitment to quality 
education is evident throughout Bishop 
McKissick, Sr.’s journey, as evidenced by his 
own educational achievements and affiliations. 
Bishop McKissick, Sr. holds a bachelors de-
gree for Edward Waters College (EWC) and 
has received training at a number of other 
leading institutions including Tuskegee Insti-
tute, the Music Institute, the Music Institute of 
Columbia University, Princeton University and 
Luther Rice Seminary. He also has conferred 
doctoral degrees from EWC and Bethune 
Cookman University. He has held membership 
on a number of boards and commissions in-
cluding appointment to the first Board of Trust-
ees at the University of North Florida, the 
Jacksonville Urban League, the YMCA James 
Weldon Johnson branch, and The Help Cen-
ter. Bishop McKissick, Sr. has launched part-
nerships across the globe with Bethel’s adop-
tion of churches in South Africa and Panama. 

He was chosen by Fresh Ministries to partici-
pate in a 1999 tour of South Africa, and a tour 
of Turkey, hosted last year by the Amity Turk-
ish Cultural Center. 

Recognized as a community stalwart, 
Bishop McKissick, Sr. has earned a host of 
awards and accomplishments. A few include 
recipient of the 1992 Humanitarian award pre-
sented by the National Conference for Chris-
tian and Jews; City of Jacksonville’s Human 
Relations Award; National Association for 
Equal Opportunity Award; Bernard Gregory 
Servant Leader Award; and the Meritorious 
Leadership Award presented by Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Sr. In September 2011, was ele-
vated to Bishop of Marriage and Family in the 
Full Gospel Baptist Church Fellowship Inter-
national. 

A member of the NAACP and Omega Psi 
Phi fraternity, Bishop Rudolph McKissick, Sr. 
is married to Estelle Williams McKissick and 
they have one son, Bishop Rudolph 
McKissick, Jr. (Kimberly) and three grand-
children; Jocelyn, Janai and Joshua. 

Bishop McKissick gave his final sermon as 
Senior Pastor of Bethel Baptist Institutional 
Church on Sunday January 5, 2014. He ended 
the sermon saying ‘‘there is no more powerful 
congregation than this congregation. For 175 
years, God has blessed this church.’’ 

‘‘Lord bless you and keep you . . .’’ 
Thank you, Bishop McKissick. May the Lord 

Bless you and Keep you. 
f 

CONGRATULATING EDWARD M. 
MURPHY 

HON. PETER WELCH 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate Edward M. Murphy as he steps 
down after a decade as Chief Executive Offi-
cer of The MENTOR Network—a national net-
work of local health and human services pro-
viders based in Boston, Massachusetts—and 
assumes the role of Executive Chairman. Ned 
has dedicated his career to leading public and 
private sector organizations that provide qual-
ity-of-life enhancing services to individuals with 
intellectual and developmental disabilities, chil-
dren at-risk and their families, and people with 
brain and spinal cord injuries—including our 
nation’s wounded warriors. In particular, in re-
sponse to the establishment of the Veteran’s 
Health Administration Assisted Living Pilot pro-
gram by this body, Ned’s leadership was in-
strumental in The MENTOR Network’s devel-
opment of innovative programs to serve Vet-
erans with brain injury in the communities of 
their choosing. 

Ned began his career working with young 
offenders in community reintegration programs 
and was appointed commissioner of the Mas-
sachusetts Department of Youth Services in 
1979. This began a sixteen-year period during 
which he held senior positions in state govern-
ment, including commissioner of the Depart-
ment of Mental Health and executive director 
of the Health and Educational Facilities Au-
thority. After a successful career in the public 
sector, Ned moved on to the non-profit and 
private sectors, where among his notable ac-
complishments, he founded Alliance Health, 
before joining The MENTOR Network as CEO 
in 2004. 
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Ned accomplished all this as he helped 

raise a wonderful family; Owen, Meghan, 
Brendon and Jay; grandchildren, Rosa, Oona, 
Nora and Marlo. Ned and his wife, Ann Ellen 
Hornidge, continued to make a positive dif-
ference in Massachusetts. 

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful for Ned’s con-
tributions to enhancing the lives of our nation’s 
most vulnerable citizens and thank him for his 
continued leadership on behalf of these indi-
viduals. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. EARL BLUMENAUER 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, due to a 
medical issue, I was unable to be in Wash-
ington, DC for votes on Monday, January 27, 
2014. I support H.R. 2166, the Good Samari-
tan Search and Recovery Act, and H.R. 3008, 
which authorizes the Forest Service to ex-
change a small parcel of National Forest Sys-
tem land in Los Padres National Forest in 
California. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yes’’ on both. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO KATHY SNYDER 

HON. JON RUNYAN 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. RUNYAN. Mr. Speaker, I stand here 
today deeply saddened by the recent news of 
the passing of Kathy Snyder, a long-time 
teacher and coach at Southern Regional High 
School in Manahawkin, New Jersey. Kathy de-
voted her entire professional life to the stu-
dents of Southern Regional, and was beloved 
by everyone throughout the community. 

Kathy, a breast cancer survivor, began 
teaching physical education at Southern Re-
gional in 1977 and coached both the girl’s var-
sity basketball and field hockey teams. Before 
she passed away, Kathy was in the midst of 
her 35th season coaching the girl’s basketball 
team, and had hit the 500–win milestone in 
2010. On the field hockey field, Snyder won 
more than 300 games and was named The 
Press Coach of the Year in 2011. 

Kathy was a resilient, competitive coach 
who fought for women’s equality in sports, and 
it was she who helped pave the way for the 
thousands of female athletes who competed in 
the Shore Conference. Kathy’s colleagues, 
students and athletes loved and respected her 
as a coach, role model, and friend. 

Mrs. Snyder was a legend at Southern Re-
gional High School and my thoughts and pray-
ers go out to her family and friends. Kathy is 
survived by her husband Ken, three children— 
Brandon, Erin and Morgan, and grand-
daughter, Waverly. This is a devastating loss 
for the Southern Regional community. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to join 
me in remembering the amazing life and leg-
acy of Mrs. Kathy Snyder. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. THOMAS E. PETRI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, on January 28, 
2014, I was incorrectly recorded as ‘‘not vot-
ing’’ on rollcall 30, final passage of H.R. 7— 
No Taxpayer Funding for Abortion Act. I in-
tended to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JARED HUFFMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 
27, 2014, my flight was cancelled and I was 
absent for rollcall votes 24 and 25. 

Had I been present for rollcall vote 24, on 
passage of H.R. 2166, I would have voted 
‘‘yes’’ and had I been present for rollcall vote 
25, on passage of H.R. 3008, I would have 
voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 13TH ANNUAL 
NATIONAL MENTORING MONTH 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak on the importance of recognizing Janu-
ary as National Mentoring Month. Since 2002, 
National Mentoring Month has served as an 
opportunity for our country to reflect on the 
benefits of youth mentoring and to highlight 
the positive impact it has on the development 
of our youth. 

The theme of this year’s mentoring month is 
‘‘Mentoring Works’’! It allows us to proudly and 
openly discuss mentoring as a vital academic 
and social development strategy for our youth. 

The fact is that in many regions mentoring 
helps young people achieve academic suc-
cess; it also serves to help young people 
make responsible decisions for their futures. 

According to a recent report released by 
MENTOR: the National Mentoring Partnership, 
some of the benefits of mentoring include: 

The creation of higher educational goals. It 
is more likely for a youth with a mentor to at-
tend college than for a youth without a mentor. 

Participation in productive and beneficial ac-
tivities. It is more likely for youth with mentors 
to engage in leadership positions, extra-
curricular activities and sports, and community 
service than youth without mentors. 

Another added benefit of mentoring is Up-
ward Mobility. Integrated with other national 
initiatives, mentoring has the capacity to re-
duce poverty and increase the economic mo-
bility of young people. 

NATIONAL 

Youth report that formal mentoring programs 
provide a variety of benefits, and most com-

monly offer that they receive advice about 
school, get help with school issues and/or 
schoolwork. They also make reference to re-
ceiving help to address life problems, assist-
ance in getting a job, choosing a career and 
getting into college. 

Youth in informal mentoring relationships 
commonly offer that their mentors provided 
developmental, more than academic, support. 

Mentoring does not only provide immediate 
positive effects for young people in our com-
munity, but it also fosters growth and a con-
tinuation of this type of leadership. 

Nearly nine in ten respondents who were 
mentored report they are interested in becom-
ing mentors. In addition to confirming the 
value of mentoring, this desire to become a 
mentor also strengthens the earlier finding that 
mentoring is linked with higher rates of leader-
ship and volunteering and offers a pool of fu-
ture mentors to be activated. 

HOUSTON 

In Houston, the Boys and Girls Club is a 
wonderful medium for mentoring. 

The club works on supporting youth to be-
come life-long learners by emphasizing aca-
demic success and setting goals of higher 
education. By providing access to tools and 
technology, this organization also prepares our 
youth for the 21st century. 

Career development through literacy and tu-
toring is stressed as well as cultural aware-
ness, creativity, the arts, and photography to 
ensure well-rounded knowledge. 

This broad reaching mentoring program has 
yielded incredible measurable results: 

Club members graduate from high school at 
a rate of 87 percent compared to the national 
average of 66 percent. 

They finish college at a rate of 25 percent, 
exceeding the national average of 16 percent. 

And they show an overall improvement of 
12 percent in their grades at school. 

Although we know that mentoring provides 
all these great benefits, 1 in 3 young people 
in the United States are still without a mentor. 
Therefore, in acknowledgement of these bene-
fits, and in an effort to raise awareness and 
participation, I would like to commend all of 
the mentoring organizations that exist nation-
wide and especially those within the 18th dis-
trict of Texas. 

Therefore, I join the National Mentoring 
Month initiative to encourage local mentoring 
programs and organizations to plan activities 
in our communities that increase mentoring 
efforts. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably detained and so I missed rollcall vote No. 
24 regarding the ‘‘Good Samaritan Search and 
Recovery Act’’ (H.R. 2166). Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 
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NO TAXPAYER FUNDING FOR 

ABORTION AND ABORTION IN-
SURANCE FULL DISCLOSURE 
ACT OF 2014 

SPEECH OF 

HON. MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO 
OF GUAM 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, January 28, 2014 

Ms. BORDALLO. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 7, the No Taxpayer Funding 
for Abortion Act. This bill specifically prohibits 
the expenditure of Federal funds for any abor-
tion, and clarifies that no federal funds can be 
used for any health benefits coverage that in-
cludes coverage for abortions. While I believe 
that the Stupak amendment to the health care 
reform legislation codified the Hyde amend-
ment, I believe that this bill provides extra 
measures to ensure Federal funds are not 
used for abortion. 

As a society, I believe that we have a re-
sponsibility to safeguard the lives of those who 
are unable to protect themselves. H.R. 7 takes 
important steps to limiting the instances where 
the rights of the unborn are violated. This bill 
ensures that no public funding is used to pay 
for health care plans that include abortion cov-
erage, and it restricts tax credits from applying 
to health care plans that include abortion cov-
erage in its benefits package. 

The bill does make important exemptions to 
these prohibitions that protect the health of 
mothers. The prohibitions will not apply to 
pregnancies that result from rape or incest or 
in instances where a mother’s life is in danger. 
I believe that these exemptions provide a 
good balance in ensuring human life is re-
spected. 

As a strong and consistent prolife supporter, 
I believe that our government has an obliga-
tion to protect the lives of our country’s most 
vulnerable citizens. I strongly support H.R. 7 
and I urge my colleagues to pass this bill. 

f 

RECOGNIZING MS. MYRON WEBB 

HON. STEVEN M. PALAZZO 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize the hard work and unparalleled 
service of Ms. Myron Webb, a 28-year NASA 
veteran who devoted her time at the agency to 
Stennis Space Center, and was recently 
awarded the prestigious NASA Distinguished 
Service Medal. 

The Distinguished Service Medal is a rare 
honor, recognizing individuals who have made 
a profound and indelible impact on NASA mis-
sion success. Ms. Webb joins such luminaries 
as Neil Armstrong, James Webb, and John 
Glenn. 

Ms. Webb’s profound commitment to Sten-
nis, NASA, and her community are exemplified 
throughout her distinguished career and volun-
teer accomplishments. Among her incredible 
achievements, Ms. Webb is responsible for in-
stituting viewing of the Space Shuttle Main En-
gine tests at Stennis, marketing and expand-
ing Mississippi’s Travel Attraction of the Year, 
the StennisSphere, and serving on the Board 
of Directors for both the Gulf Coast and Han-
cock County Chambers of Commerce. 

The success of Stennis Space Center is in-
separable from the leadership and service of 
Myron Webb. Her extraordinary contributions 
to NASA and Mississippi deserve this highest 
recognition of the Distinguished Service 
Medal. Myron, on behalf of the United States 
Congress, I thank you for your remarkable 
contributions to our national space program. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF STEVE 
PILIBOS 

HON. JIM COSTA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the life of Steve Pilibos who lived a long 
and fulfilling life of 102 years. Steve was a pil-
lar in the community, and his support, dedica-
tion, and commitment to the success of the 
Central Valley region will be greatly missed. 

Steve grew up in Fresno, California and was 
the youngest of six children. His parents, 
Yeprem and Mary, were first generation immi-
grants from the Ottoman Empire. Growing up 
in an immigrant family with five siblings, Steve 
quickly developed fundamental values and 
principles. Most everyone would agree that 
Steve was an extremely courteous and fair 
businessman. He understood the importance 
of treating others with respect, compassion, 
and consideration. 

From a young age, Steve recognized the 
significance of hard work. As an adolescent, 
Steve would sell produce to local businesses 
before school each day. Prior to Steve becom-
ing a successful entrepreneur, he earned de-
grees in philosophy and poetry from Fresno 
State College, and he continued his education 
at the University of Southern California where 
he earned his law degree. 

In the 1950s, Steve and his older brother, 
Alex, began what would soon become one of 
the largest cantaloupe operations in California. 
They experimented with new varieties of 
melon seeds from Syria, and ultimately pro-
duced a sweet melon with a thinner rind and 
smaller seed cavity that quickly became pop-
ular. 

In addition to his contributions to the agri-
culture industry, Steve worked tirelessly to re-
develop the City of Fresno’s downtown. He 
opened the Hilton Hotel in the heart of down-
town. Steve hosted many famous singers and 
bands, and it was a place where people want-
ed to be. Steve made many investments in 
downtown Fresno, but he also established de-
velopments throughout the entire city. 

In 1949, Steve married the love of his life, 
Lucille. They raised five children: Sarah, Cath-
erine, Barbara, Mary, and Alex. Steve valued 
spending time with his family and enjoyed re-
citing poetry to his children. He had a love for 
the outdoors and would spend his free time 
hunting or horseback riding. Steve’s children, 
six grandchildren, relatives, and friends have 
an outstanding role model that they will hold in 
their hearts forever. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great respect that I 
ask my colleagues in the House of Represent-
atives to honor the life of Steve Pilibos. His 
presence will be greatly missed, but his legacy 
will surely live on in the City of Fresno. 

SUPPORT FOR THE CIRCASSIAN 
PEOPLE 

HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my deep concerns regarding the 
Sochi Olympics. A number of issues have 
been raised regarding the misguided decision 
to host the 2014 Olympics in Sochi, from 
LGBT rights to the real threat of terrorism. 
However, I would like to discuss an issue 
which has not received the same level of at-
tention: the historical mistreatment of the 
Circassian people by Russia. 

The Circassians are an ethnic group origi-
nating in the North Caucasus region. Sochi is 
located in the historical nation of Circassia, 
which was conquered by the Russian Empire 
in a series of wars during the 18th and 19th 
centuries. In fact, Sochi served as the last 
capitol of Circassia. 

Following their defeat in 1864, 90 percent of 
the Circassian population was forcibly de-
ported or killed and Circassia was annexed by 
Russia. Hundreds of thousands of Circassians 
were exiled from their homeland, never to re-
turn. 

Millions of Circassians are now spread 
around the world in diaspora communities, 
while only about 700,000 Circassians remain 
within their ancestral homeland, now a part of 
the Russian Federation. 

Given this history, it is deeply disrespectful 
to the Circassian community for the Russian 
government to use Sochi as a stage to pro-
mote themselves to the world. Although I con-
demn the decision to hold the Olympics in 
Sochi, this year’s Winter Olympics present the 
opportunity to raise the world’s awareness of 
the historical injustices perpetrated by Russia 
against the Circassian people and homeland. 

Today, Circassians worldwide strive to 
achieve the right of return to their homeland, 
and seek to gain self-determination and a re-
vival of their language and culture. I am proud 
to represent a large and active Circassian- 
American community within New Jersey’s 
Ninth Congressional District. 

Colleagues, I urge you to join me in con-
demning the Sochi Olympics and celebrating 
the contributions of the Circassian people to 
the United States of America. 

f 

IN HONOR OF THE STUDENT LEAD-
ERS’ VON NIEDA PART TASK 
FORCE 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the Student Leaders’ Von Nieda Park 
Task Force for their efforts in continuing Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr.’s legacy by coordi-
nating their 5th annual MLK Day of Commu-
nity Organizing. 

These South Jersey students choose to cel-
ebrate the life of Dr. King not simply through 
remembrance, but by following in his foot-
steps. These leaders honor the memory of Dr 
King engaging their fellow youth in community 
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organizing. Thanks to their hard work, the Stu-
dent Leaders’ Von Nieda Park Task Force has 
transformed Von Nieda Park into a cleaner, 
safer, more beautiful park through community 
organizing, and regular meetings with public 
officials. 

For this reason, it is my honor to submit the 
names of the student leaders to the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD: Jenaya Aide, Jessica Aldana, 
Alejandro Bernal, Eloisa Colon, Karelys Cruz- 
Bermudez, Samantha Fontanez, Elino Javier, 
Sergio Martinez, Ashley Melendez, Janeliz 
Muniz, Jose Reyes, Rodrigo Reyes, Alex 
Rosario, Dean Rosario, Lea Rosario, Ziani 
Sanchez, and Itzel Tapia. 

Mr. Speaker, these students exemplify the 
commitment to community and justice cham-
pioned by Dr. King. I join all of South Jersey 
in honoring their dedication to the memory of 
one of our country’s greatest leaders. 

f 

RULE GOVERNING DEBATE ON H.R. 
3547 ‘‘OMNIBUS APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FY 2014’’ 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak on the rule and the underlying bill, H.R. 
3547, the bipartisan ‘‘Omnibus Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 2014.’’ 

I want to thank Chairman RODGERS and 
Ranking Member LOWEY for their constructive 
work in fashioning this bipartisan and bi-
cameral legislation to fund the government for 
the remainder of Fiscal Year 2014. 

The bill before us is not perfect—far from 
it—but it is a modest and positive step toward 
preventing Republicans from shutting down 
the government again and manufacturing cri-
ses that only harm our economy, destroy jobs, 
and weaken our middle class. 

As with any compromise there are some 
things in the agreement that I support and 
some things that I do not. 

The bill abides by all the terms set by the 
Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013 (the ‘‘Ryan-Mur-
ray Agreement’’), providing a total of $1.012 
trillion for the operation of the federal govern-
ment, a substantial and necessary increase 
over the inadequate $968 billion spending limit 
contained in the House budget resolution 
which led to the shutdown of the federal gov-
ernment last October. 

The bill contains all 12 regular appropria-
tions bills for fiscal year 2014, with no area of 
the government functioning under a Con-
tinuing Resolution, thus allowing every pro-
gram to be considered on its own merits and 
prioritized, rather than be subject to arbitrary 
across the board cuts. 

The bill also provides increased funding for 
several programs that I strongly support. Let 
me list just a few of the more important ones. 

Agriculture and Related Agencies: 
$6.7 billion for Special Supplemental Nutri-

tion Program for Women, Infants, and Children 
(WIC), sufficient to meet expected need in 
2014. 

Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related 
Agencies: 

$17.65 billion for NASA, which is $154.8 
million more than the 2013 enacted level. 

$376 million for Byrne-JAG grants, which is 
$8.3 million less than the 2013 enacted level 

and $11 million more than the post-sequester 
level. 

$214 million for the COPS program, which 
is $4 million less than the 2013 enacted level 
and $4 million more than the post-sequester 
level. 

$417 million for Violence Against Women 
Prevention and Prosecution Programs, which 
is $9.1 more than the 2013 enacted level. 

The bill rejects House proposals to prohibit 
the Department of Justice from using funds to 
challenge state immigration laws; and prohibit 
grants from being awarded to ‘‘sanctuary’’ cit-
ies. 

Defense: 
Multiple provisions focused on eliminating 

sexual assault in the Department of Defense 
and supporting victims, including: (1) Fully 
funds request of $156.5 million for Sexual As-
sault and Prevention Office (SAPRO) services; 
(2) $25 million above request to implement a 
Sexual Assault Special Victims Program; (3) 
Prohibition on obligation of funds contravening 
more severe penalties for perpetrators estab-
lished in the National Defense Authorization 
Act (NDAA). 

Fully funds Peer Reviewed Medical Re-
search Programs and includes $125 million 
above the request for Traumatic Brain Injury 
(TBI) and Psychological Health research and 
$4 million above the request for alcohol and 
substance abuse research. 

The final agreement repeals last year’s cut 
to cost of living adjustments for disabled mili-
tary retirees and survivors. 

Energy and Water Development, and Re-
lated Agencies: 

$1.912 billion for Energy Efficiency & Re-
newable Energy, which is $102 million more 
than the 2013 enacted level. 

$5.467 billion for the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, which is $495 million more than the 
2013 enacted level (excluding emergency 
funding for Hurricane Sandy relief). 

$1.11 billion for water resources projects 
within the Department of Interior, which is $46 
million more than the 2013 enacted level. 

The agreement eliminates the majority of 
riders proposed in the House bill, including 
those related to Waters of the United States, 
guns on Corps lands, Clean Water Act agri-
culture exemptions and ceiling fan standards. 

Financial Services and General Govern-
ment: 

$673.3 million for the District of Columbia, 
which is roughly equal to the 2013 enacted 
level. 

Homeland Security: 
$10.6 billion for Customs and Border Pro-

tection, $220.4 million more than the 2013 en-
acted level. 

$4.93 billion for the Transportation Security 
Administration, which is $225.8 million less 
than the 2013 enacted level. 

$923.8 million for Cybersecurity and Com-
munications, an increase of $27.5 million 
above the 2013 enacted level. 

$4.35 billion for the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, $3.8 million above the 
2013 enacted level. 

$1.5 billion for State and Local Grants, an 
increase of $35.4 million above the 2013 en-
acted level; and 

$680 million for Firefighter Grants, an in-
crease of $5.7 million above the 2013 enacted 
level. 

Controversial House riders related to abor-
tion services and immigration enforcement are 
not included in the bill. 

Among the contentious riders dropped was 
a provision to prohibit ICE from adhering to 
enforcement guidance, including a June 15, 
2012, memo prioritizing enforcement actions 
against dangerous criminals ahead of DREAM 
Act children. 

Interior, Environment, and Related Agen-
cies: 

$3.938 billion for wildland fire, which is $417 
million more than the 2013 enacted level. 

$4.4 billion for the Indian Health Service, 
which is $78 million more than the 2013 en-
acted level. 

A total of $2.35 billion for the Clean Water 
and Safe Drinking Water Funds, which is only 
$4.7 million less than 2013 enacted levels but 
$119 million more than the post-sequester 
level. 

$2.6 billion for the National Park Service, 
which is $29 million more than the 2013 en-
acted level. 

$146 million each for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts and the National Endowment 
for the Humanities, which is equal to their 
2013 enacted levels. 

Labor, Health and Human Services, Edu-
cation, and Related Agencies: 

$8.6 billion for Head Start, which is $612 
million more than the 2013 enacted level, suf-
ficient to both fully restore the cuts to Head 
Start and to invest in the Administration’s 
Early Head Start-Child Care Partnerships. 

$2.6 billion for job training through WIA 
Training and Employment Formula Grant pro-
gram, which is $10 million less than the 2013 
enacted level but $121 million more than the 
post-sequester level. 

$815 million for Seniors’ Nutrition programs, 
which is equal to the 2013 enacted level and 
$46 million more than the post-sequester 
level, allowing full restoration of meals. 

$2.36 billion for Child Care & Development 
Block Grants, which is $36 million more than 
the 2013 enacted level. 

The agreement abandons the futile but 
wasteful effort by House Republicans to repeal 
the Affordable Care Act and provides the De-
partment of HHS roughly the same amount as 
it had last year for implementation of the Af-
fordable Care Act, and some additional funds 
will become available through existing fees on 
policies sold on the exchanges. 

Military Construction, Veterans Affairs, and 
Related Agencies: 

$63.2 billion in discretionary funding for Vet-
erans Affairs, which is $2.3 billion more than 
the 2013 enacted level. 

$585.6 million for prosthetic research, which 
is $3.5 million above the 2013 enacted level. 

The Omnibus provides new tools and re-
sources to address the backlog of veterans 
disability claims by increasing personnel, en-
hancing training and quality oversight, and 
strengthening accountability. 

State, Foreign Operations, and Related 
Agencies: 

The final agreement does not include a pol-
icy rider codifying the ‘Global Gag Rule,’ which 
prohibits non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) receiving federal funds from providing 
women information about certain health serv-
ices. 

I would have preferred that the bill provide 
more than $2.67 billion for Embassy Security, 
Construction and Maintenance, an amount 
that is $224 million less than the 2013 enacted 
level. Our diplomats who risk their lives serv-
ing in dangerous outposts around the world 
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deserve all the resources required to keep 
them safe. 

Transportation, and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Related Agencies: 

$600 million for National Infrastructure In-
vestments (TIGER), which is $100 million 
more than the 2013 enacted level. 

$17.4 billion for Section 8 Tenant Based 
Rental Assistance renewals, which is $123 
million more than the 2013 enacted level. 

$9.6 billion for Section 8 Project Based 
Rental Assistance renewals, which is $596 
million more than the 2013 enacted level. 

$1 billion for HOME Investment Partner-
ships, which is equal to the 2013 enacted 
level. 

The bill does not include any funds for high- 
speed rail. I believe this decision is short-
sighted and shortchanges our nation’s future. 
Highspeed rail will save energy, create jobs, 
and increase our nation’s global competitive-
ness. 

As I stated, this bill is not perfect. But on 
balance it is a significant improvement over 
the spending bills considered in the House last 
year and is worthy of our support. 

f 

SUPPORTING THE DEMOCRATIC 
ASPIRATIONS OF THE PEOPLE 
OF UKRAINE 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, the 
people of Kyiv and so many cities and towns 
throughout Ukraine are right now struggling, 
praying, and risking—some of them really risk-
ing their lives on the Maidan for justice and 
human dignity. 

The government’s violent crackdown has led 
to the deaths of at least four protestors, and 
countless beatings, arrests, detentions, 
kidnappings or harassment of activists, jour-
nalists, medics and lawyers. 

I want to join many of my colleagues in call-
ing on the Ukrainian government to stop, now, 
these attacks on human life and the basic 
human rights of free expression, assembly 
and association—and immediately to release 
those detained for peaceful actions and ac-
count for missing persons. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that we should urge 
Ukrainians to find a peaceful, political settle-
ment of the crisis through meaningful negotia-
tions between the government and the opposi-
tion in order to get Ukraine back on the road 
to democracy. As to association with Europe, 
it is not our government’s place to say what 
the Ukrainian government or people should do 
either way on this point, above all since we 
don’t know what arrangements are on offer. 
But we do stand up for the right of the Ukrain-
ian people to determine this according to their 
own constitution and laws, free from coercive 
pressures by any foreign government. 

While the current Ukrainian government has 
committed grave injustices in the course of 
this crisis, I am encouraged by signs that it is 
taking steps to resolve the crisis, including the 
revocation of the onerous January 16 anti-pro-
test laws and the resignation of the govern-
ment. 

The people of Ukraine have endured tre-
mendous suffering over the course of the last 
century including two world wars and 70 years 
of Soviet brutality, most starkly illustrated by 
Stalin’s genocidal famine which resulted in the 
deaths of millions. With independence came 
new-found freedoms, but these have been 
challenged by corruption of grotesque propor-
tions. The long-suffering Ukrainian people de-
serve better—they deserve to be treated with 
dignity and respect. 

Given the heroic strength and character and 
democratic maturity the Ukrainian people are 
showing in this crisis, I am confident that they 
will not be denied a more democratic future. 

f 

HONORING NANCY HEIMBAUGH 

HON. JAMES P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor and recognize the outstanding contribu-
tions made by Ms. Nancy Heimbaugh, who 
will retire from the Defense Logistics Agency 
in Fort Belvoir, Virginia, on February 3, 2014. 

Ms. Heimbaugh’s distinguished government 
career spans 37 years, and her record of 
achievement during this period reflects greatly 
upon herself and upon the organizations at 
which she has served, including her most re-
cent role as DLA’s Senior Procurement Execu-
tive/Component Acquisition Executive (SPE/ 
CAE). Her contributions to the national de-
fense were significant and she will be missed 
as she moves on to new and exciting opportu-
nities. 

Ms. Heimbaugh, originally from Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire, entered the Federal service 
working for the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard in 
Kittery, Maine, in 1976. There, she held a se-
ries of positions in purchasing and supply. In 
1984 she became a contracting officer for the 
Naval Supply Center in Charleston, South 
Carolina. Ms. Heimbaugh attended Strayer 
University, and the National Defense Univer-
sity, Industrial College of the Armed Services, 
and is the recipient of special achievement 
and performance awards, including the Excep-
tional Civilian Service Award in 2012, Meri-
torious Civilian Service Award in 2007 and 
Vice President Gore’s National Performance 
Review’s Heroes of Reinvention Hammer 
Award for Electronic Commerce in 1996. In 
1999, she was selected into the Defense 
Leadership and Management Program, a pro-
gram designed to provide a Department of De-
fense framework for developing future civilian 
leaders. 

In 1991, Ms. Heimbaugh joined the Naval 
Supply Systems Command Headquarters as a 
senior procurement analyst providing con-
tracting expertise and guidance to field con-
tracting activities. Ms. Heimbaugh joined the 
Defense Logistics Agency in 2001 as a senior 
procurement analyst. 

Ms. Heimbaugh reached a career bench-
mark in 2007 with her selection into the Senior 
Executive Service as Director of Contracting 
and Acquisition Management at Defense Sup-
ply Center in Philadelphia; the first PLFA-level 
Acquisition Executive appointed in the Agency. 

She was responsible for managing an acquisi-
tion workforce generating $14 billion in awards 
across four supply chains. Ms. Heimbaugh 
then served as the Director of Contracting and 
Acquisition Management in 2009. Her leader-
ship was epitomized by the Defense Logistics 
Agency’s performance during Hurricane 
Sandy, when she personally cut through the 
red tape in the contracting process to ensure 
needed supplies and services were delivered 
to our fellow citizens in New York and New 
Jersey in record time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to recognize 
Nancy Heimbaugh’s contributions to the De-
fense Logistics Agency and the American peo-
ple, and I ask that my colleagues join me in 
congratulating her on her retirement from civil 
service. She epitomizes the dedication and 
professionalism that make our Federal civil 
service a model all over the world. 

f 

CONGRATULATING DR. STEPHEN 
KLEINSMITH AND ZAC RANTZ 

HON. BILLY LONG 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize and congratulate Dr. Stephen 
Kleinsmith, superintendent, and Zac Rantz, di-
rector of communication, of Nixa Public 
Schools, on receiving the 2014 Leadership 
Through Communication Award. 

It is important to keep the channels of com-
munication open and the Leadership Through 
Communication Award recognizes a school 
district for their outstanding efforts in commu-
nicating with the families and communities 
they serve. It is jointly awarded by Blackboard, 
the National School Public Relations Associa-
tion, and the American Association of School 
Administrators. This award is open to all 
school districts throughout the United States 
and Canada. 

The Nixa Public Schools have engaged with 
their community to create a two-way street of 
communication. They have created a constant 
cycle of school administration transparency 
and community feedback. 

When he joined the school district in 2000, 
Dr. Stephen Kleinsmith made communications 
a top priority. He has worked closely with Zac 
Rantz in revamping the Nixa Public Schools’ 
communication systems. They have utilized 
social media, technology, direct messaging, 
and face-to-face interaction to engage with the 
Nixa community. They not only reach out to 
the parents of their students, but the local 
business community and taxpayers without 
children in the schools as well. The Nixa Pub-
lic Schools have served as an example to 
school districts all throughout the State of Mis-
souri. 

I am proud of the initiative that Dr. 
Kleinsmith and Mr. Rantz have taken to make 
the Nixa Public Schools the best in commu-
nicating with their community. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating them on 
this tremendous honor. 
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COMMENDING ASSEMBLY MEMBER 

JUNG CHEONG RAE AND KOREAN 
AMERICAN CIVIC EMPOWERMENT 
(KACE) FOR LEADING EFFORTS 
IN WASHINGTON, DC, TO OPPOSE 
ONLINE WHITE HOUSE PETITION 
CALLING FOR REMOVAL OF COM-
FORT WOMAN STATUE IN CALI-
FORNIA 

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commend Assembly Member Jung 
Cheong Rae of the Republic of Korea for the 
outstanding work he is doing in cooperation 
with Mr. Kim Dong-suk, founder of Korean 
American Civic Empowerment, KACE, to 
spearhead efforts in Washington, DC, to op-
pose the online White House petition calling 
for removal of the ‘‘Comfort Woman’’ statue in 
Glendale, CA, which was submitted on the 
White House’s open petitioning website, ‘‘We 
the People.’’ 

The petition includes the following text: 
‘‘Please remove the statue in a public park in 
Glendale, California. It is a statue of a Comfort 
Woman masquerading as a peace statue 
while in essence after reading the inscription it 
is promoting hate towards the people and na-
tion of Japan.’’ The petition was signed by 
125,261 people and it is estimated that most 
of the signees are Japanese nationals who do 
not reside in the United States. 

This absurd petition shows why the House 
of Representatives had to unanimously pass 
the ‘‘Comfort Woman’’ Resolution of 2007 (H. 
Res. 121), which urges Japan to formally ac-
knowledge and accept historical responsibility 
in a clear and unequivocal manner for its Im-
perial Armed Forces’ coercion of as many as 
200,000 young women into sexual slavery dur-
ing World War II, to clearly and publicly refute 
any claims that the sexual enslavement and 
trafficking of the Comfort Woman never oc-
curred, and to educate current and future gen-
erations about this horrible crime. 

I Once the U.S. House of Representatives 
had spoken on the issue, it was hoped that 
this issue could be put behind us so that we 
could work with our Pacific allies to face the 
challenges of a rising China and a nuclear 
North Korea. However, Japan totally dis-
regarded what we have recommended and is 
trying to whitewash its war crimes. 

The movement to deny the painful realities 
of World War II history in the Pacific represent 
not only a lack of progress but are, in fact, 
moves toward regression away from that lim-
ited level of reconciliation that has already 
been achieved. 

Today, over 120,000 Japanese people are 
totally unaware, if not ignorant, of the atroc-
ities that were perpetrated by Japan during 
World War II. This number will grow every day 
if Japan keeps disregarding H. Res. 121, the 
Comfort Woman Resolution. 

I strongly urge the Government of Japan to 
formally acknowledge and apologize in order 
to begin the reconciliation process and to cre-
ate better relationships in the future. Japan 
cannot move forward by erasing the past and 
it is of the utmost importance that Japan fol-
lows through on H. Res. 121. 

A formal apology from Japan as called for in 
H. Res. 121 is the answer to the White House 

online petition. And so, once more, I commend 
Assembly Member Jung Cheong Rae, who is 
a personal friend of mine, for taking the time 
to be in Washington, DC, this week and for 
calling upon Members of Congress and others 
to also exercise their first amendment rights 
by speaking out against the White House on-
line petition. 

It is my sincere hope that President Obama 
will respond soon, and make clear that he 
supports justice for the more than 200,000 
women from Korea, China, the Philippines, In-
donesia, and other countries from the Pacific 
who were forced into sexual slavery by the 
Japanese Imperial Army during WW II. 

On a personal note, I offer my deepest love 
and appreciation for these women, though 
many of them have already passed from this 
life. What was done to them is unconscion-
able, and I will stand in support of them for-
evermore. 

I bear no animosity or ill-will towards the 
people of Japan and I must emphasize that 
our economic, strategic, and military alliance 
with Japan is important. However, regarding 
this issue, there can be no reconciliation with-
out proper acknowledgement. The recognition 
of this dark chapter of Japan’s history of the 
atrocities and sexual slavery operations au-
thorized and implemented by the Japanese 
Imperial Army before and during World War II 
cannot be denied, and the White House must 
not be complicit by remaining silent. 

f 

AZERBAIJAN—BLACK JANUARY 

HON. ROBERT B. ADERHOLT 
OF ALABAMA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, every four 
years, on January 20th, all Americans cele-
brate the inauguration of a new President. It is 
a time of hope and a quadrennial reminder of 
the enduring nature of our democracy and the 
peaceful transition of power from one adminis-
tration to the next. 

January is also a time for celebration and 
commemoration for a friend and ally, the Re-
public of Azerbaijan. This January marks the 
24th anniversary of the events that marked the 
beginning of the end of Soviet rule over Azer-
baijan, an occupation that existed for much of 
the 20th Century. 

This time period is referred to in Azerbaijan 
as ‘‘Black January,’’ when violent conflict 
erupted in Azerbaijan’s capital city of Baku on 
January 19–20, 1990 Soviet troops killed over 
100 nationalist demonstrators and wounded 
another 700 Azeri citizens. When Soviet 
troops fired on innocent civilians, including old 
people and children, demanding freedom, it 
became a defining moment in recent Azeri his-
tory. 

Azerbaijan eventually declared its independ-
ence from the U.S.S.R. on October 18, 1991. 
In the report, ‘‘Black January in Azerbaijan,’’ 
Human Rights Watch put the events into a 
larger perspective: ‘‘the violence used by the 
Soviet Army on the night of January 19–20 
was . . . an exercise in collective punishment 
. . . intended as a warning to nationalists, not 
only in Azerbaijan, but in the other Republics 
of the Soviet Union.’’ 

I ask the House of Representatives to join 
me in commemorating—with our friend and 

ally, Azerbaijan—the events of Black January 
in 1990, events which began in tragedy but 
culminated in the birth of an independent na-
tion and ally of the United States. May God 
bless this nation as it continues to move for-
ward. 

f 

RECOGNIZING TARYN WILCOX 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize Taryn Wilcox of 
Robbinsville, New Jersey for her tireless advo-
cacy on behalf of those suffering from diabe-
tes. 

As you will read in her statement submitted 
for the RECORD, fourteen-year-old Taryn was 
diagnosed with Type I diabetes at the age of 
five. Serving as the American Diabetes Asso-
ciation’s Teen Ambassador and the Juvenile 
Diabetes Research Foundation’s Advocate, 
Taryn has chosen to make a meaningful dif-
ference by raising awareness of diabetes and 
joining the fight to find a cure. 

I had the opportunity to meet with Taryn in 
my office and hear first-hand her testimony— 
and could not have been more impressed with 
her passion and focus. According to Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 
nearly 26 million Americans—roughly 8.3% of 
the population—suffer from diabetes. Diabetes 
is a leading cause of heart disease and 
stroke, hypertension, blindness and eye prob-
lems, kidney disease, nervous system dam-
age, and amputations, among other ailments. 
I’ve worked with diabetes advocates in the 
past on such things as legislation I authored to 
extend Medicare coverage for therapeutic 
shoes for elderly diabetics. This common-
sense solution has helped countless numbers 
of senior diabetics over the last twenty years. 

Many young Americans—an estimated 
215,000 under the age of twenty, like Taryn— 
are suffering from diabetes. The relative rarity 
at this age bracket only leads to common mis-
conceptions about those affected by juvenile 
diabetes. As Taryn states, she cannot simply 
take a break from diabetes—it is constant. 
She must monitor her disease twenty-four 
hours a day, seven days a week, both check-
ing her blood glucose and giving herself insu-
lin injections up to twelve times a day. 

Taryn writes about teachers and swim 
coaches who became frustrated with her need 
to monitor and manage her blood sugar and 
publicly questioned her ability to compete. But 
Taryn has refused to quit, using these all-too 
common incidents as motivation to succeed 
and accomplish her goals. She has achieved 
straight A’s and has become one of the best 
swimmers in the State. Through her accom-
plishments, Taryn has shown that while diabe-
tes is a daily struggle, increased awareness 
can assist those suffering from diabetes—pro-
viding them with positive support and enabling 
them to achieve their goals. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in thanking Taryn Wilcox of Robbinsville, New 
Jersey for her personal testimony and leader-
ship in the fight against diabetes, and encour-
age all of you to read her testimony. Her ef-
forts and her passion are an inspiration to us 
all. 
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CONGRESSMAN SMITH, I really appreciate 

the opportunity to speak to you about how 
diabetes affects me and the importance of 
finding a cure. 

I am 14 years old and was diagnosed with 
Type I Diabetes at the age of 5. I was hos-
pitalized, during my diagnosis, two months 
prior to entering kindergarten. I have had di-
abetes for as long as I can remember . . . for 
most of my life. 

To be honest, it has been challenging man-
aging my diabetes, a disease requiring 24/7 
monitoring! I count carbohydrates in every-
thing I eat, check my blood glucose up to 12 
times a day as well as give myself up to 12 
insulin injections a day. My parents check 
my blood glucose 2–3 times every night while 
I sleep! I’ve had over 68,000 needle sticks 
since my diagnosis. If I stacked all the nee-
dles I’ve used, it would reach the top of the 
Washington Monument 26 times!!!! 

Although I try to stay positive, I’m fearful 
of the many complications and challenges 
which can result from diabetes such as blind-
ness, amputations, cardiovascular disease, 
kidney failure and the arduous task of main-
taining my blood sugar in a normal range. 
Sometimes my blood sugar will drop too low 
or go too high and I feel HORRIBLE. My legs 
shake . . . I can’t think well . . . my heart 
beats rapidly and sometimes my vision is 
blurred. There are times I have to sit out 
during fun activities or miss class time and 
sit in the nurse’s office. It can be a very 
lonely feeling. Once, soon after my diagnosis, 
I had a seizure while visiting my grand-
mother in Arizona. It was an extremely 
scary experience. It’s frustrating not being 
able to have any time away or vacation from 
diabetes, it always comes with me. 

Managing my diabetes isn’t the only chal-
lenge I’ve had to face since my diagnosis. In 
6th grade I asked my teacher to go to the 
nurse’s office to give myself an insulin injec-
tion to lower my high blood glucose. She 
clearly wasn’t happy about me missing class 
time and said loudly in front of my class. 
. . . ‘‘You make diabetes convenient don’t 
you!’’ Trust me there’s nothing convenient 
about having diabetes. 

Years ago while in 2nd grade, I had to 
change schools because my teacher started 
treating me differently from my peers. No 
matter HOW much information was given to 
her about the disease, she became frustrated 
with me whenever I needed to manage my di-
abetes in her classroom. She couldn’t under-
stand why I had to check my blood sugar 
several times during school hours, leave 
class to go to the nurse’s office when my 
blood sugar was too high or low and told me 
how unfair it was to drink juice in front of 
my peers. Looking back, I don’t understand 
why she didn’t think how unfair it was for a 
7 year old kid to live with diabetes. 

A similar challenge arose in when one of 
my competitive swim team coaches thought 
it was RIDICULOUS I had to stop swimming 
laps during swim practice to manage my 
blood sugar. One day she crouched down and 
looked me in the eye in front of my team 
mates and said, ‘‘If you can’t manage to 
swim continuously during the 1 1/2 hours of 
practice, you will NEVER make a state swim 
team!’’ 

The good news is . . . I became a straight 
‘‘A’’ student at my new school and I placed 
5th and 14th in State with my new swim 
team! It’s a frustrating feeling knowing I 
have to work TWICE as hard as everybody 
else to achieve my goals because of trying to 
balance my diabetes with everyday life. It 
makes it even harder when some people 
around me don’t have the patience to try to 
understand my disease. I can’t take a 
‘‘break’’ from diabetes—it’s constant. 

Although, I face many challenges every 
day, living with diabetes, I stay positive by 

spreading awareness and above all, sup-
porting the Juvenile Diabetes Research 
Foundation, the American Diabetes Associa-
tion and other organizations in their mission 
to finding a cure and promoting advocacy. 
There are over 26 million people in the U.S. 
who have diabetes so it is important for Con-
gress to fund diabetes research at the high-
est level as possible. Hopefully, by working 
together Congressman Smith, we can make a 
difference in the lives of people living with 
diabetes to live a happy and healthier life 
and one day soon, be cured. 

TARYN WILCOX. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO PETE SEEGER, LEG-
ENDARY FOLK SINGER AND 
CIVIL RIGHTS ACTIVIST 

HON. SHEILA JACKSON LEE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
sad duty to announce to the House that Amer-
ica has lost one of its greatest voices cham-
pioning the cause of civil rights, social and 
economic justice, and peace. Pete Seeger, the 
legendary folk singer and prolific songwriter, 
who helped popularize the beloved ‘‘We Shall 
Overcome’’ as the anthem of the Civil Rights 
Movement, died yesterday in New York City. 
He was 94 years old. 

For more than 60 years, Pete Seeger’s was 
a powerful voice, unafraid of speaking out 
against what was wrong with our country, 
while always promoting that people stand up 
and speak just as fervently for things that are 
right. 

Pete Seeger had a vision of America’s po-
tential and that idea flowed through his music 
to impact so many people in the United States 
and around the world. 

Pete Seeger’s humility kept us rooted as a 
people by reminding us of our common hu-
manity while his songs challenged us to real-
ize the full promise of country. The author of 
such iconic songs as ‘‘If I Had A Hammer,’’ 
‘‘Turn, Turn, Turn,’’ and ‘‘Where Have All the 
Flowers Gone?’’, Pete Seeger touched chords 
deep in the American heart and inspired many 
of the great songwriters of succeeding genera-
tions, including Bob Dylan and Bruce 
Springsteen. 

Mr. Seeger sang about the labor move-
ments of the 1940s and 1950s, confronted 
with his music the Vietnam War, civil rights 
and the environment. From roots residing in 
spirituals, songs like ‘‘We Shall Overcome,’’ 
spoke to activists in the civil rights movements 
and became a rallying cry for their efforts. 

Pete Seeger was elected to the Songwriters 
Hall of Fame in 1972, and in 1993 received a 
lifetime achievement Grammy Award. In 1994 
he received a Kennedy Center Honor and, 
from President Bill Clinton, the National Medal 
of Arts, America’s highest arts honor, awarded 
by the National Endowment for the Arts. He 
was inducted into the Rock and Roll Hall of 
Fame in 1996. At the age of 89, Mr. Seeger 
won a Grammy Award in the children’s music 
category in 2011 for ‘‘Tomorrow’s Children,’’ 
and another in 1997, for the traditional folk 
album ‘‘Pete.’’ 

With Pete Seeger’s passing, the nation has 
lost a great champion for jobs and justice for 
working people. It is up to us, the living, to 
carry on the struggle for the causes to which 
Peter Seeger devoted his life. 

I ask a moment of silence in honor of Pete 
Seeger. 

f 

RECOGNIZING VALLEY CRIME 
STOPPERS FOR THEIR 20TH AN-
NIVERSARY 

HON. JIM COSTA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Valley Crime Stoppers as they cele-
brate their 20th anniversary. The tremendous 
efforts they have made to help crime victims 
in our Central Valley deserve to be com-
mended. 

Valley Crime Stoppers has built strong rela-
tionships with the city of Fresno, local media, 
and law enforcement. Citizens are encouraged 
to call the police or Valley Crime Stoppers if 
they have any information concerning a crime 
they witnessed. Victims and bystanders have 
a safe place to turn in Valley Crime Stoppers 
because it is an anonymous tip line. It is an 
unfortunate truth that victims are often fearful 
to share information with law enforcement be-
cause they have been threatened by their of-
fender. Valley Crime Stoppers provides victims 
with an alternative, so they can tell their story 
without fear of retribution. 

Educating and bringing awareness to resi-
dents are important missions of Valley Crime 
Stoppers. They have put together several 
campaigns that aim to lower crime in the Cen-
tral Valley, including a television promotion 
that brings awareness to the very negative 
consequences of children being exposed to 
domestic violence. In addition, Valley Crime 
Stoppers has a poster campaign that aims to 
keep neighborhoods safe by getting guns out 
of the hands of criminals. Residents have 
been given the tools to act as change agents 
to keep the entire San Joaquin Valley safe. 

As Co-Chairman of the Victims’ Rights Cau-
cus, it is my honor to recognize the good work 
of Valley Crime Stoppers and to thank the 
board members and staff at Valley Crime 
Stoppers for their support and activism. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Valley Crime Stoppers as they 
celebrate their 20th anniversary. Valley Crime 
Stoppers has truly made a difference in our 
Valley, and it will continue to do so for many 
decades to come. 

f 

H.R. 7 

HON. EARL BLUMENAUER 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, due to a 
medical issue, I was unable to be in Wash-
ington, DC for votes on Tuesday, January 28, 
2014. I strongly oppose H.R. 7 and had I been 
present for the vote, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

H.R. 7 is a thinly veiled attempt to insert 
politics into the doctor’s office and private mar-
ket, and to continue the GOP assault on 
women. It would effectively ban abortion cov-
erage in new plans available under the Afford-
able Care Act, even for women purchasing 
plans in the state-based marketplaces who 
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use their own, private funds to pay for their in-
surance. This bill would also place an undue 
burden on small businesses, which would 
have to carefully examine every health care 
plan they offer to find out if it covers abortion 
services, and imposes a tax penalty on small 
businesses who choose such private plans. 

Finally, H.R. 7 would permanently block 
abortion coverage for low-income women, civil 
servants, DC residents, and military women by 
codifying anti-choice provisions throughout 
federal law. 

Not only are these alarming policy goals, 
but I would note that they contradict the Re-

publican view of government by importing gov-
ernment intervention directly into the doctor- 
patient relationship. It’s bad for women, bad 
for families, and bad for business. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate of February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Thursday, 
January 30, 2014 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s record. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

FEBRUARY 3 

3 p.m. 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

Urban Affairs 
Subcommittee on National Security and 

International Trade and Finance 
To hold hearings to examine safe-

guarding consumers’ financial data. 
SD–538 

FEBRUARY 4 

10 a.m. 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-

sources 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-

tions of Rhea Sun Suh, of Colorado, to 
be Assistant Secretary for Fish and 
Wildlife, and Janice Marion Schneider, 
of New York, to be Assistant Secretary 
for Land and Mineral Management, 
both of the Department of the Interior. 

SD–366 

Committee on Environment and Public 
Works 

Subcommittee on Water and Wildlife 
To hold hearings to examine the safety 

and security of drinking water supplies 
following the Central West Virginia 
drinking water crisis. 

SD–406 
Committee on Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings to examine negotia-
tions on Iran’s nuclear program. 

SD–419 
Committee on Homeland Security and 

Governmental Affairs 
Subcommittee on Financial and Con-

tracting Oversight 
To hold hearings to examine fraud and 

abuse in army recruiting contracts. 
SD–342 

10:15 a.m. 
Committee on the Judiciary 

To hold hearings to examine privacy in 
the digital age, focusing on preventing 
data breaches and combating 
cybercrime. 

SD–226 
10:30 a.m. 

Committee on the Budget 
To hold hearings to examine moving 

from constant crises to broad-based 
growth, focusing on the 2014 outlook. 

SD–608 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 

and Pensions 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-

tion of Vivek Hallegere Murthy, of 
Massachusetts, to be Medical Director 
in the Regular Corps of the Public 
Health Service, and to be Surgeon Gen-
eral of the Public Health Service. 

SD–430 
12 noon 

Committee on Foreign Relations 
Business meeting to consider S. Res. 333, 

strongly recommending that the 
United States renegotiate the return of 
the Iraqi Jewish Archive to Iraq, S. 
Res. 270, supporting the goals and 
ideals of World Polio Day and com-
mending the international community 
and others for their efforts to prevent 
and eradicate polio, and the nomina-
tions of Rose Eilene Gottemoeller, of 
Virginia, to be Under Secretary for 
Arms Control and International Secu-

rity, Frank A. Rose, of Massachusetts, 
to be an Assistant Secretary 
(Verification and Compliance), Puneet 
Talwar, of the District of Columbia, to 
be an Assistant Secretary (Political- 
Military Affairs), Robert C. Barber, of 
Massachusetts, to be Ambassador to 
the Republic of Iceland, George James 
Tsunis, of New York, to be Ambassador 
to the Kingdom of Norway, Colleen 
Bradley Bell, of California, to be Am-
bassador to Hungary, and Keith M. 
Harper, of Maryland, for the rank of 
Ambassador during his tenure of serv-
ice as United States Representative to 
the UN Human Rights Council, all of 
the Department of State. 

S–116 
3 p.m. 

Committee on Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-

tions of Bathsheba Nell Crocker, of the 
District of Columbia, to be Assistant 
Secretary for International Organiza-
tion Affairs, Michael Anderson Lawson, 
of California, for the rank of Ambas-
sador during his tenure of service as 
Representative of the United States of 
America on the Council of the Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization, 
and Robert A. Wood, of New York, for 
the rank of Ambassador during his ten-
ure of service as U.S. Representative to 
the Conference on Disarmament, all of 
the Department of State. 

SD–419 

FEBRUARY 12 

10 a.m. 
Committee on the Judiciary 

To hold an oversight to examine the re-
port of the Privacy and Civil Liberties 
Oversight Board on Reforms to the 
Section 215 telephone records program 
and the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Court. 

SD–226 
Special Committee on Aging 
Committee on Small Business and Entre-

preneurship 
To hold a joint hearing to examine the 

challenges and advantages of senior en-
trepreneurship. 

SD–562 
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Wednesday, January 29, 2014 

Daily Digest 
HIGHLIGHTS 

House agreed to the Conference Report to accompany H.R. 2642, Federal 
Agriculture Reform and Risk Management Act. 

Senate 
Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S557–S608 
Measures Introduced: Five bills and two resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 1969–1973, S. 
Res. 341, and S. Con. Res. 31.                             Page S599 

Measures Passed: 
Newborn Screening Saves Lives Reauthorization 

Act: Senate passed S. 1417, to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to reauthorize programs under 
part A of title XI of such Act, after agreeing to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
                                                                                      Pages S605–07 

OPM IG Act: Senate passed H.R. 2860, to amend 
title 5, United States Code, to provide that the In-
spector General of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment may use amounts in the revolving fund of the 
Office to fund audits, investigations, and oversight 
activities.                                                                           Page S607 

Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion: Committee on Rules and Administration was 
discharged from further consideration of S.J. Res. 28, 
providing for the appointment of John Fahey as a 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the Smith-
sonian Institution, and the resolution was then 
passed.                                                                                Page S607 

Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion: Committee on Rules and Administration was 
discharged from further consideration of S.J. Res. 29, 
providing for the appointment of Risa Lavizzo- 
Mourey as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents 
of the Smithsonian Institution, and the resolution 
was then passed.                                                            Page S607 

National Blood Donor Month: Senate agreed to S. 
Con. Res. 31, designating January 2014 as ‘‘National 
Blood Donor Month’’.                                                Page S607 

Measures Considered: 
Veterans Medical Services and Benefits: Senate 
began consideration of the motion to proceed to con-
sideration of S. 1950, to improve the provision of 
medical services and benefits to veterans. 
                                                                                      Pages S557–59 

Homeowner Flood Insurance Affordability 
Act—Agreement: Senate began consideration of S. 
1926, to delay the implementation of certain provi-
sions of the Biggert-Waters Flood Insurance Reform 
Act of 2012 and to reform the National Association 
of Registered Agents and Brokers, after agreeing to 
the motion to proceed, and taking action on the fol-
lowing amendments proposed thereto:      Pages S565–93 

Adopted: 
Hagan/Pryor Amendment No. 2702, to exempt 

certain loans from the escrow requirement under sec-
tion 102(d)(1) of the Flood Disaster Protection Act 
of 1973.                                                                     Pages S565–66 

Rubio Amendment No. 2704, to require the Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to make publicly available data that provide 
the basis for risk premium rates for flood insurance, 
to allow monthly installment payments for pre-
miums, and to ensure that mitigation activities com-
pleted by an owner or lessee of real property are ac-
counted for when determining risk premium rates 
for flood insurance.                                              Pages S565–66 

King/Collins Amendment No. 2705, to clarify 
that communities that successfully appeal flood ele-
vation determinations based on errors by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency through the Sci-
entific Resolution Panel are eligible for reimburse-
ments for expenses incurred in such appeals. 
                                                                                      Pages S565–66 

Blunt Amendment No. 2698, to increase the 
amount of substantial improvement to a property 
that triggers the loss of flood insurance subsidies. 
                                                                                      Pages S565–66 
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Reed Amendment No. 2703, to require the Ad-
ministrator of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to conduct a study to assess voluntary com-
munity-based flood insurance options. 
                                                                                Pages S574, S588 

Whitehouse Amendment No. 2706, to exempt 
natural resource agencies from fees for flood insur-
ance rate map change requests.          Pages S571–73, S588 

Gillibrand Amendment No. 2708, to require the 
Administrator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency to issue guidelines for methods, other 
than building elevation, that owners of certain urban 
residential buildings may implement to mitigate 
against flood risk.                               Pages S566–68, S588–89 

Pending: 
Heller/Lee Amendment No. 2700, to clarify that 

any private flood insurance policy accepted by a 
State shall satisfy the mandatory purchase require-
ment under the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 
1973.                                                                                  Page S568 

Coburn/McCain Amendment No. 2697, to allow 
States to opt-out of participation in the National As-
sociation of Registered Agents and Brokers. 
                                                                                Pages S573, S581 

Toomey Modified Amendment No. 2707, to ad-
just phase-ins of flood insurance rate increases. 
                                                                    Pages S577–79, S579–81 

Merkley Modified Amendment No. 2709, to es-
tablish limitations on force-placed insurance. 
                                                                                              Page S579 

During consideration of this measure today, Senate 
also took the following action: 

By 64 yeas to 35 nays (Vote No. 15), three-fifths 
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, having 
voted in the affirmative, Senate agreed to the motion 
to waive all applicable sections of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and applicable budget resolu-
tions with respect to the bill. Subsequently, the 
point of order that the bill was in violation of sec-
tion 201(a) of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Reso-
lution on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2008, was not 
sustained, and thus the point of order fell. 
                                                                          Pages S573–74, S588 

A unanimous-consent-time agreement was reached 
providing for further consideration of the bill at ap-
proximately 10 a.m. on Thursday, January 30, 2014, 
with the time until 11:15 a.m. equally divided be-
tween the two Leaders, or their designees, with the 
final ten minutes equally divided between Senator 
Menendez, or his designee, and Senator Toomey, or 
his designee, with Senator Toomey controlling the 
final five minutes; that at 11:15 a.m., Senate vote on 
or in relation to the following: Toomey Amendment 
No. 2707, as modified; Coburn Amendment No. 
2697; Merkley Amendment No. 2709, as modified; 
and Heller Amendment No. 2700; that upon dis-

position of Heller Amendment No. 2700, Senate re-
cess until 2 p.m.; at 2 p.m., when the Senate recon-
venes, Senate vote on passage of the bill, as amend-
ed; there be two minutes of debate prior to each 
vote, equally divided in the usual form; and that all 
after the first votes be ten minute votes.         Page S593 

Message from the President: Senate received the 
following message from the President of the United 
States: 

Transmitting, pursuant to law, the text of a pro-
posed third amendment to the Agreement for Co-op-
eration Between the United States of America and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency; which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 
(PM–28)                                                                    Pages S596–97 

Messages from the House:                                  Page S597 

Measures Referred:                                                   Page S597 

Executive Communications:                               Page S597 

Petitions and Memorials:                             Pages S597–98 

Executive Reports of Committees:                 Page S598 

Additional Cosponsors:                             Pages S599–S600 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                      Pages S600–04 

Additional Statements:                                  Pages S594–96 

Amendments Submitted:                             Pages S604–05 

Authorities for Committees to Meet:           Page S605 

Privileges of the Floor:                                          Page S605 

Record Votes: One record vote was taken today. 
(Total—15)                                                                      Page S588 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 6:24 p.m., until 10 a.m. on Thursday, 
January 30, 2014. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s 
Record on page S608.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

OFFICE OF FINANCIAL RESEARCH ANNUAL 
REPORT AND OVERSIGHT 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: 
Subcommittee on Economic Policy concluded a hear-
ing to examine the annual report and oversight of 
the Office of Financial Research, after receiving testi-
mony from Richard Berner, Director of the Office of 
Financial Research, Department of the Treasury. 

POSTAL REFORM ACT 
Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs: Committee began consideration of S. 1486, to 
improve, sustain, and transform the United States 
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Postal Service, but did not complete action thereon 
and recessed subject to the call. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: 
Committee ordered favorably reported the nomina-
tions of Michael Keith Yudin, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Assistant Secretary for Special Edu-
cation and Rehabilitative Services, James Cole, Jr., of 
New York, to be General Counsel, James H. Shelton 
III, of the District of Columbia, to be Deputy Sec-
retary, Theodore Reed Mitchell, of California, to be 
Under Secretary, and Ericka M. Miller, of Virginia, 
to be Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Edu-
cation, all of the Department of Education, France 
A. Cordova, of New Mexico, to be Director of the 
National Science Foundation, David Weil, of Massa-
chusetts, to be Administrator of the Wage and Hour 
Division, Department of Labor, and Steven Joel An-
thony, of Virginia, to be a Member of the Railroad 
Retirement Board. 

BUSINESS MEETING 
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items: 

S. 1448, to provide for equitable compensation to 
the Spokane Tribe of Indians of the Spokane Res-
ervation for the use of tribal land for the production 
of hydropower by the Grand Coulee Dam, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and 

The nomination of Vincent G. Logan, of New 
York, to be Special Trustee, Office of Special Trustee 
for American Indians, Department of the Interior. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR TRIBAL 
SELF-GOVERNANCE ACT 
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded a 
hearing to examine S. 919, to amend the Indian 
Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act to 
provide further self-governance by Indian tribes, after 
receiving testimony from Kevin K. Washburn, As-
sistant Secretary of the Interior for Indian Affairs; 
W. Ron Allen, Jamestown S’Klallam Tribe, Sequim, 
Washington; Ronald Trahan, Confederated Salish 

and Kootenai Tribes, Pablo, Montana; Jerry Isaac, 
Tanana Chiefs Conference, Fairbanks, Alaska; and 
Mickey Peercy, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Dur-
ant. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded an 
oversight hearing to examine the Department of Jus-
tice, after receiving testimony from Eric H. Holder, 
Jr., Attorney General, Department of Justice. 

SENTRI ACT 
Committee on Rules and Administration: Committee 
concluded a hearing to examine S. 1728, to amend 
the Uniformed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot-
ing Act to improve ballot accessibility to uniformed 
services voters and overseas voters, after receiving 
testimony from Senator Cornyn; Matt Boehmer, Di-
rector, Federal Voting Assistance Program, Depart-
ment of Defense; Kevin J. Kennedy, Wisconsin Gov-
ernment Accountability Board Director and General 
Counsel, Madison; and Don Palmer, Virginia Board 
of Elections Secretary of the Board, Richmond. 

INTELLIGENCE 
Select Committee on Intelligence: On Tuesday, January 
28, 2014, Committee held closed hearings on intel-
ligence matters, receiving testimony from officials of 
the intelligence community. 

Committee recessed subject to the call. 

WORLDWIDE THREAT 
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee concluded a 
hearing to examine worldwide threat, after receiving 
testimony James Clapper, Director, National Intel-
ligence, and Matthew Olson, Director, National 
Counterterrorism Center, both of the Office of the 
Director of National Intelligence; John Brennan, Di-
rector, Central Intelligence Agency; James Comey, 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Depart-
ment of Justice; and Lieutenant General Michael 
Flynn, Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, De-
partment of Defense. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 21 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 3958–3978; and 6 resolutions, H. 
Con. Res. 79–80, and H. Res. 466–469, were intro-
duced.                                                                       Pages H1510–11 

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page H1512 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows: 
H.R. 2798, to amend Public Law 106–206 to di-

rect the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary 
of Agriculture to require annual permits and assess 
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annual fees for commercial filming activities on Fed-
eral land for film crews of 5 persons or fewer (H. 
Rept. 113–335, Pt. 1) and 

H.R. 2799, to establish the Wildlife and Hunting 
Heritage Conservation Council Advisory Committee 
to advise the Secretaries of the Interior and Agri-
culture on wildlife and habitat conservation, hunt-
ing, recreational shooting, and for other purposes, 
with an amendment (H. Rept. 113–336, Pt. 1). 
                                                                                            Page H1510 

Speaker: Read a letter from the Speaker wherein he 
appointed Representative Hultgren to act as Speaker 
pro tempore for today.                                             Page H1483 

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal by voice vote.                Pages H1483, H1501 

Federal Agriculture Reform and Risk Manage-
ment Act—Conference Report: The House agreed 
to the conference report to accompany H.R. 2642, to 
provide for the reform and continuation of agricul-
tural and other programs of the Department of Agri-
culture through fiscal year 2018, by a yea-and-nay 
vote of 251 yeas to 166 nays, Roll No. 31. 
                                                                          Pages H1485–H1501H 

H. Res. 465, the rule providing for consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 7) and the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2642), was agreed to yester-
day, January 28th. 
British-American Interparliamentary Group— 
Appointment: The Chair announced the Speaker’s 
appointment of the following Members on the part 
of the House to the British-American Inter-
parliamentary Group: Representatives McIntyre and 
Delaney.                                                                          Page H1501 

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 3 p.m. on Friday, 
January 31st; and when the House adjourns on that 
day, it adjourn to meet on Monday, February 3rd 
when it shall convene at 12 noon for Morning Hour 
Debate and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 
                                                                                            Page H1501 

Moment of Silence: The House observed a moment 
of silence in memory of George Wortley, former 
Member of Congress.                                                Page H1503 

Presidential Message: Read a message from the 
President wherein he transmitted the text of a pro-
posed Third Amendment to the Agreement for Co- 
operation Between the United States of America and 
the International Atomic Energy Agency, as well as 
his written approval, authorization, and determina-
tion concerning the Amendment, and an unclassified 
Nuclear Proliferation Assessment Statement con-
cerning the Amendment—referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be printed (H. 
Doc. 113–89).                                                      Pages H1503–04 

Senate Message: Message received from the Senate 
by the Clerk and subsequently presented to the 
House today appears on page H1485. 
Senate Referral: S. 1302 was held at the desk. 
Quorum Calls—Votes: One yea-and-nay vote de-
veloped during the proceedings of today and appears 
on pages H1500–01. There were no quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 9 a.m. and ad-
journed at 12:31 p.m. 

Committee Meetings 
RELIGIOUS ACCOMMODATIONS IN THE 
ARMED SERVICES 
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel held a hearing entitled ‘‘Religious Ac-
commodations in the Armed Services’’. Testimony 
was heard from Brigadier General Charles R. Bailey, 
Deputy Chief of Chaplains, U.S. Army; Brigadier 
General Bobby Page, Deputy Chief of Chaplain, U.S. 
Air Force; Virginia Penrod, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense for Military Personnel Policy, De-
partment of Defense; Rear Admiral Lower Half Mark 
L. Tidd, Chief of Navy Chaplains, U.S. Navy; and 
public witnesses. 

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES 
Committee on Foreign Affairs: Full Committee held a 
markup on H.R. 938, to strengthen the strategic al-
liance between the United States and Israel, and for 
other purposes; and H. Res. 447, supporting the 
democratic and European aspirations of the people of 
Ukraine, and their right to choose their own future 
free of intimidation and fear. The measures H.R. 
938 and H. Res. 447 were ordered reported, as 
amended. 

Joint Meetings 
No joint committee meetings were held. 

f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY, 
JANUARY 30, 2014 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-

committee on Oceans, Atmosphere, Fisheries, and Coast 
Guard, to hold hearings to examine West Coast and 
Western Pacific perspectives on Magnuson-Stevens Act 
reauthorization, 10 a.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold an 
oversight hearing to examine opportunities and challenges 
associated with lifting the ban on United States crude oil 
exports, 9:30 a.m., SD–366. 
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Committee on Environment and Public Works: with the 
Subcommittee on Clean Air and Nuclear Safety, to hold 
a joint oversight hearing to examine the Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission’s (NRC) implementation of the 
Fukushima Near-Term Task Force recommendations and 
other actions to enhance and maintain nuclear safety, 9:30 
a.m., SD–406. 

Committee on Finance: to hold hearings to examine the 
nomination of Karen Dynan, of Maryland, to be Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury, and Richard G. Frank, of Mas-
sachusetts, to be Assistant Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, 10 a.m., SD–215. 

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine civilian nuclear cooperation agreements, focusing on 
Section 123, 9:30 a.m., SD–419. 

Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs: 
Subcommittee on Emergency Management, Intergovern-
mental Relations, and the District of Columbia, to hold 
hearings to examine Federal government closure impacts 

on the District of Columbia, focusing on the shutdown, 
2:30 p.m., SD–342. 

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider 
S. 619, to amend title 18, United States Code, to prevent 
unjust and irrational criminal punishments, S. 1410, to 
focus limited Federal resources on the most serious of-
fenders, S. 1675, to reduce recidivism and increase public 
safety, and the nominations of Indira Talwani, to be 
United States District Judge for the District of Massachu-
setts, James D. Peterson, to be United States District 
Judge for the Western District of Wisconsin, Nancy J. 
Rosenstengel, to be United States District Judge for the 
Southern District of Illinois, and Debo P. Adegbile, of 
New York, and John P. Carlin, of New York, both to 
be an Assistant Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
10 a.m., SD–226. 

House 
No hearings are scheduled. 
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

10 a.m., Thursday, January 30 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Thursday: Senate will continue consider-
ation of S. 1926, Homeowner Flood Insurance Afford-
ability Act, with up to four roll call votes starting at 
11:15 a.m., and a vote on final passage of the bill at ap-
proximately 2 p.m. 

(Following disposition of the Heller Amendment No. 2700, 
Senate will recess until 2 p.m.) 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

3 p.m., Friday, January 31 

House Chamber 

Program for Friday: The House will meet in pro forma 
session at 3 p.m. 
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